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Abstract

Siegfried, Emanuel Kenneth. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. December 2019.
Enhancing the Female Student-Athlete Satisfaction at an NCAA Division I LimitedResource Institution. Major Professor: Donna Menke, Ph.D.
This study conducted a quantitative analysis on pre-recorded secondary data from a
student-athlete survey previously conducted at East Valley University (UVU). There were
734 participants in the study with 330 being male and 404 being female student-athletes. A
comparative between group design was used. The first research question examined was to
what degree do males and females differ in satisfaction with their coaches, equity of
athletics-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. The second research question
examined to what degree do females differ between the type of sport they play and their
level of satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities. The final research question examined to what degree does student-athlete
satisfaction differ by years of survey with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and
athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources. The data analysis
for all three research questions was a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA). Post-hoc,
univariate testing was also utilized when the MANOVA was found to be statistically
significant at p<.05. The study is important in educating administrators at NCAA Division I
Limited-Resourced Institutions (LRIs) on ways to enhance female student-athlete
satisfaction. The study also discussed the importance of acknowledging that female studentathlete satisfaction at an LRI can look much different than a highly resourced institution.
From a Liberal Feminist theoretical framework, the research was looking for inequities
between gender and type of sport females participate in to allow administrators at limited
resourced institutions the ability to make data driven decisions when working towards
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equality. There were statistically significant differences found in each of the research
questions. In research question one, it was found that males reported higher levels of
satisfaction than females with athletic-related facilities. In research question two, there were
several statistically significant differences found between the type of sports females
participated in and student-athlete satisfaction with their coaches and athletic-related
facilities. In research question three, statistically significant differences were found between
the years of the surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athleticrelated resources, and athletic-related facilities.
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CHAPTER ONE – INTRODUCTION
Overview
Limited resources on many campuses cause inequities when it comes to men and women
sports. Limited Resource Institutions (LRIs) were identified by the NCAA as institutions that
lack the resources of other NCAA Division I schools. To date, there are 46 Division I institutions
that meet the criteria set by the NCAA. LRIs qualify for special accommodations and additional
resources related to student success (Bell, 2017).
Administrators at LRIs often look at the sports that will provide the greatest level of
financial return on investment. An example of this return on investment can be seen through
ticket sales revenue at East Valley University (EVU), which is the pseudonym used for the
university examined in this study. The total amount of dollars generated through tickets at EVU
in 2018 was $353,781, which $309,653 came directly from male sports and $44,128 was
generated by female sports (NCAA, 2018). While the dollar amounts vary from institution to
institution, EVU is very similar to others where male sports generate more dollars than female
sports.
Sports, such as men’s basketball and football, continually get the larger portion of the
funds leaving inequities for female student-athletes. This study focused on ways to enhance
satisfaction of female student-athletes at an NCAA Division I LRI. According to Bell (2017),
there are currently 46 Division I institutions that are considered LRIs. A large portion of the
LRIs come from the Mid-Eastern Athletic Conference (MEAC) and the Southwestern Athletic
Conference (SWAC), totaling 21 (Bell, 2017). Both of these conferences are made up of
institutions that are classified as Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs). Other
conferences that contain LRIs includes the Ohio Valley, Big Sky, and Western Athletic (Bell,
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2017). At the vast majority of the LRIs, the female student enrollment is larger than their male
counterpart. As an example, according to the Equity in Athletics Data Analysis Cutting Tool
(2019), all but one institution that participates in the MEAC or SWAC has more female students
than males.
According to Bess and Dee (2008), members of an organization can either see themselves
as equal or unequal to the other members. Druckman, Rothschild, and Sharrow (2018) provide
research that women do not accept their programs as being fair and equitable. Furthermore, it
was found that women in the study believe there should be a reallocation in overall resources to
better balance the perceived inequities. Druckman et al. (2018) discovered that males
interviewed also see the perceived distribution biases, but they are less likely to act since it could
hurt their programs. There seems to be evidence that many in intercollegiate athletics understand
there is a disparity between the amounts of resources for males and females. This disparity has
caused years of suffering for female student-athletes and years of feeling inadequate. The
benefits could be helpful in addressing this disparity. Koller (2010) believes some of those
benefits to include better physical and mental health, higher self-esteem, a lower rate of
depression, a positive body image, and many other lifelong benefits.
This introductory chapter will lead into the current study by providing the background
information, a problem statement, a purpose statement, the significance of the study, an overview
of the research questions, the theoretical framework, the researcher’s interest in the topic, and
key definitions.
Background
The landscape of intercollegiate athletics at the NCAA Division I level continues to
evolve at an unprecedented pace. There are many debates about how the NCAA should operate,
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but the one constant that seems to be universally agreed-upon is that the student-athletes should
be the focus of those decisions (Fleischer, 2015). Higher education leaders must continue to
examine ways to enhance the satisfaction of student-athletes. According to Schwarb (2015),
NCAA President, Mark Emmert has continued to push the NCAA membership to improve how
they support student-athletes and has even allowed more student-athletes to have more of a voice
in the governance of the association. The ultimate goal and priority for the NCAA membership is
to create an environment that promotes student-athlete satisfaction.
Athlete satisfaction can be defined “as a positive affective state resulting from a complex
evaluation of the structures, processes, and outcomes associated with the athletic experience”
(Chelladurai and Riemer, 1997, p. 135). When studying female student-athlete satisfaction, it is
important to understand Title IX. In 1972, a transformational event took place for women with
the passing of Title IX of the Education Amendments to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Judge,
O’Brien, and Kingsley, 2011). Title IX was one of the most important events that has taken place
for women in regard to inequities in sports. An example of those inequities can be seen by
looking back to the 1970’s, “women athletes drove themselves to games in station wagons, while
their male counterparts took buses or planes” (Belanger, 2016, p. 11). The equity gap has been
reduced, but there is still much work to be done. Chapter three will include more information
related to Title IX and gender equity in intercollegiate athletics.
The topic of satisfaction of female student-athletes has continued to be an area of interest
for researchers. Previous studies have acknowledged the complexity of evaluating student-athlete
satisfaction. In this study, the researcher narrowed the focus of student-athlete satisfaction to
females at LRIs. In other studies, researchers have narrowed the focus to how student-athletes
identify themselves. Burns, Jasinksi, Dunn, and Fletcher (2011) explored how an individual
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athletic identity plays a part in student-athlete satisfaction. This research was important to
examine whether or not satisfaction could vary with student-athletes that strongly identify
themselves with being an athlete versus satisfaction with student-athletes that do not strongly
identify themselves as an athlete. The research provided valuable information to support that
there is not a one size fits all model for the satisfaction of student-athletes. Burns et al. (2011)
found that individuals who identified themselves highly as an athlete will derive more
satisfaction from the athletic aspects of their life.
Similar to Burns et al. (2011), others have provided research focused on specific groups
within NCAA Division I. Potuto and O’Hanlon (2007) conducted a national study on the
satisfaction of student-athletes at the Division I level. The participants were derived from 18
NCAA Division IA universities, which is now referred to as NCAA Division I Football Bowl
Subdivision. The surveys administered investigated overall student satisfaction by studentathletes. The ultimate goal of the study was to identify some key contributors to enhance
satisfaction of student-athletes. One finding from this study was that most student-athletes
viewed their overall college experience positively and five of the surveyed items had positive
responses of more than 90%. Potuto and O’Hanlon (2007) also compared the survey answers
between both males and females. Results from this study revealed that were differences with
females: having more interest in curricular and co-curricular activities, being less likely to
transfer for athletics reasons, and placing less of an emphasis on the importance of the
opportunity to compete. One of the similarities of female and male student-athletes is they both
value the impact athletics can have on developing valuable skills in life. They also both find
value from athletics as related to their understanding and tolerance of other genders, races, and
ethnicities (Potuto & O’Hanlon, 2007).
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In another study, Fehr (2017) explored NCAA student-athletes’ perceptions of their
overall satisfaction within the athletic domain and whether or not there are differences between
subgroups (e.g. gender, sport type, competitive division, year in school). Similar to Potuto and
O’Hanlon, this study found student-athletes had positive perceptions of their college experience.
The study also examined the importance of the coach-athlete relationship and the importance it
has on student-athlete satisfaction. Fehr (2017) found that participants reported high ratings of
relationship quality (e.g. interdependence) with their coaches. Contrary to other studies, men and
women did not significantly differ in the ratings of the coach-athlete relationship. In addition, the
other abovementioned studies did not explore this variable further, nor did it investigate other
variables associated with the student-athlete experience (e.g. LRIs). This study investigated LRIs
and the satisfaction of female and male student athletes on several critical variables.
Problem Statement
The general body of knowledge on student-athlete satisfaction has grown in recent years.
For instance, as stated above, Fehr (2017) conducted a study to explore the overall satisfaction of
student-athletes and the student-athletes’ perceptions of their current coach-athlete relationship.
One of the major limitations of this study was that it included Division I, Division II, and
Division III institutions. The range of the budgets between some Division I schools and some
Division III schools could differ by many millions of dollars. This wide range of budgets could
potentially lessen the appearance of inequities and overshadow student-athletes’ lack of
satisfaction with resources and equity. Focusing exclusively on LRIs would provide a more
accurate account for student-athletes’ perceptions on the issue. The problem is higher education
leaders at the NCAA Division I LRIs need to understand where to allocate those resources. With
limited resources, administrators are placing more and more money into the male sports that
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generate revenue and often time doing the bare minimum for female student-athletes. While
progress has been made for female student-athletes, there is still much work to be done. After an
extensive review of the literature, the researcher found no scholarly literature that specifically
examined the female student-athlete satisfaction at a NCAA Division I LRI. This study looked to
fill that gap in the literature.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference between males and
females and their perceptions of satisfaction with their coaches, the equity of resources, and the
institutions athletic related facilities. The aim of this study was to better understand how to
enhance the female student-athlete satisfaction at a NCAA Division I LRI. The research provided
in this study provided important insight to administrators at LRIs as they make difficult decisions
regarding use of limited resources to satisfy student-athletes. This study was important as the
financial gap continues to grow when comparing all NCAA Division I programs. Similar to
small businesses, LRIs must find ways to both survive and excel in an environment that is
heavily dictated by finances.
Significance of the Study
This study educates administrators at NCAA Division I LRIs on ways to enhance female
student-athlete satisfaction. It will also show the importance of acknowledging that female
student-athlete satisfaction at an LRI can look much different than a highly resourced institution.
This study is also unique in that it examines three areas that are often discussed when
administrators talk about the satisfaction of student-athletes. Many previous studies tend to focus
on just one area or all areas. The areas for this study included: student-athlete satisfaction with
their coaches, satisfaction with equity in athletic related resources, and satisfaction with athletic-
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related facilities. With limited resources, this literature will provide administrators guidance
when deciding if they should invest more in coaches, invest more in equity and fairness, or invest
more in facilities. This study examined student-athletes’ perceptions at EVU; however, findings
from this study also play an important role for enhancing the student-athlete satisfaction at all
LRIs.
Research Questions
The research questions this study focused on included:
1. To what degree do males and females differ in satisfaction with their coaches, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with
limited resources?
2. To what degree do females differ between the type of sport they play and their level of
satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources?
3. To what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ by years of survey with coaches,
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution
with limited resources?
Research question one will utilize the independent variable (IV) of gender. This variable
will be treated as a dichotomous variable with males and females. The dependent variables
(DVs) for question one include: student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athleticrelated resources, and athletic-related facilities. Student-athlete satisfaction with coaches can best
be defined as whether or not the student-athlete’s expectations were met by his or her coach.
Student-athlete satisfaction in equity of athletic-related resources can best be defined as whether
or not the student-athletes are satisfied with the resources they received compared to the opposite
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sex. According to Bess and Dee (2008), members of an organization can either see themselves as
equal or unequal to the other members. Having equity is critical to the motivation of studentathletes. Student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities can best be defined as whether
or not the student-athletes’ expectations were met related to athletic facilities.
Research question two will utilize the type of sport as the IV. The type of sport will
represent which sport the participants compete in at the NCAA Division I level at EVU. Type of
sport will be treated as a categorical variable. Similar to research question one, the DVs includes
student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities. The definitions of the DVs are the same as mentioned above for question one.
Research question three utilized the year as the IV. The year will represent which year the
student-athlete survey was taken at EVU. Year will be treated as a categorical variable. Similar
to research question one and two, the DVs include student-athlete satisfaction with coaches,
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. The definitions of the DVs are
the same as mentioned above for question one.
Theoretical Framework
According to Grant and Osanloo (2014), “the theoretical framework provides a grounding
base or an anchor for the literature review, and most importantly, the methods and analysis” (p.
12). The Liberal Feminist Theoretical Framework was utilized in this study. Liberal feminist
Theory works to create equal opportunities for the sexes and to remove barriers which may
prevent women from reaching their full potential (Acker, 1987).
The Liberal Feminist Theory influenced both the research questions and the analysis for
this study in several ways. The first research question is to what degree do males and females
differ in satisfaction with their coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
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facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources. The Liberal Feminist Theory provides
the researcher with a lens for critically examining whether differences between males and
females exist, and thus, the underpinning for examining the data by gender. In addition, the
theory helps to support the researcher’s questions and hypotheses examining whether there is a
significant difference between gender and student-athlete satisfaction with their coaches, with
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. The researcher, utilizing the
liberal feminist lens, is looking to contribute to the theory by identifying these inequities within
universities and trying to remove these barriers for the female student athlete.
The second research question is to what degree do females differ between the type of
sport they play and their level of satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources,
and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources. The Liberal
Feminist Theory looks to the equality of opportunity, rather than only the conditions (Evans,
1995). Therefore, the liberal feminist lens will look to not only make equality between genders,
but also within the female student-athletes at EVU.
The third research question is to what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ by
years of survey with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at
a Division I institution with limited resources. Once again, equity in the student-athlete
satisfaction is the goal for all three research questions.
Historically, liberal feminist scholarship has been well documented that in all societies
there is a dominance by men over women (Rosaldo & Lamphere, 1974, as cited by Alvesson &
Willmott, 2003). The liberal feminist theory lens acknowledges that much more work needs to be
done to narrow the gap of inequities between males and females. The researcher acknowledges
inequalities in the EVU Athletics Department. For instance, there are differences in the coaches
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with the men’s basketball head coach making more than three times the salary of the women’s
basketball coach. A liberal feminist view of that would question why the women’s coach is not
equal to the men’s coach. Additionally, in regard to facilities, the men’s basketball locker room
is equal to the size of the locker room shared by women’s basketball, beach volleyball, and
volleyball. Again, a liberal feminist’s view on that would question the inequities of the locker
rooms with the women’s teams compared to the men’s team. This study and the liberal feminist
theory acknowledge the need for change and does not accept that there should be a hierarchy in
gender. Historically, liberal feminist scholarship has been well documented that in all societies
there seems to be a dominance by men over women (Rosaldo & Lamphere, 1974 as cited by
Alvesson & Willmott, 2003). The liberal feminist theory lens acknowledges that much more
work needs to be done to shrink the gap of inequities between males and females.
Researcher’s Interest in the Topic
The researcher is currently an NCAA Division I director of athletics, and therefore, has
much more access to the facility than that of a typical researcher, external to the institution. The
researcher’s career started in 1999 as a student athletic trainer at the University of Memphis. The
researcher has spent time in all aspects of collegiate athletics at three institutions, including the
University of Memphis, Middle Tennessee State University, and EVU. During his first year in
2014 as the director of athletics at EVU, he created the ‘Four Pillars for Success’ that include
promoting academic excellence, providing an outstanding student-athlete experience, pursuing
competitive success and engaging the community. Significant success has taken place since 2014
with the ‘Four Pillars for Success’ with unprecedented success in three of the four pillars
including academic excellence, competitive success and engaging the community; however, the

10

‘Pillar’ that has struggled is the one described as providing an outstanding student-athlete
experience. This ‘Pillar’ is intertwined with the satisfaction of student-athletes.
The researcher is determined to have excellence in all ‘Four Pillars’ and will not settle for
anything less. As a director of athletics at a young university, the researcher has a significant
interest in finding ways to satisfy student-athletes and to provide an excellent student-athlete
experience as resources are built for future success.
The researcher is specifically interested in the experiences of female student-athletes. At
EVU, 10 of the 16 sports are female sports and female student-athletes make up 61% of the total
student-athlete population. One of many benefits with enhancing the female student-athlete
experience is the ability to retain these student-athletes.
Definition of Terms
Satisfaction: The term “satisfaction” for this study was defined as a positive affective state
associate with the athletic experience of the student-athlete (Chelladurai & Riemer, 1997).
Limited Resource Institutions: Limited Resource Institutions (LRIs) were identified by the
NCAA as institutions that lacked the resources of other NCAA Division I schools. To date, there
are 46 Division I institutions that meet the criteria set by the NCAA. LRIs qualify for special
accommodations and additional resources related to student success.
Gender: The term “gender” for this study was defined dichotomously as male or female.
NCAA: The NCAA stands for the National Collegiate Athletic Association.
The purposes of this Association are:
(a) To initiate, stimulate and improve intercollegiate athletics programs for studentathletes and to promote and develop educational leadership, physical fitness, athletics
excellence and athletics participation as a recreational pursuit;
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(b) To uphold the principle of institutional control of, and responsibility for, all
intercollegiate sports in conformity with the constitution and bylaws of this Association;
(c) To encourage its members to adopt eligibility rules to comply with satisfactory
standards of scholarship, sportsmanship and amateurism;
(d) To formulate, copyright and publish rules of play governing intercollegiate athletics;
(e) To preserve intercollegiate athletics records;
(f) To supervise the conduct of, and to establish eligibility standards for, regional and
national athletics events under the auspices of this Association;
(g) To cooperate with other amateur athletics organizations in promoting and conducting
national and international athletics events;
(h) To legislate, through bylaws or by resolutions of a Convention, upon any subject of
general concern to the members related to the administration of intercollegiate athletics;
and
(i) To study in general all phases of competitive intercollegiate athletics and establish
standards whereby the colleges and universities of the United States can maintain their
athletics programs on a high. (National Collegiate Athletic Association, 2019, p. 1)
NCAA Division I: The highest division (in regard to competitiveness) in the NCAA. Member
institutions are required to sponsor at least seven sports for men and seven sports for women.
They can also sponsor six sports for men and eight for women (NCAA Membership Section,
para. 1).
Chapter Summary
This chapter introduced the study by providing background information, the problem
statement, a purpose statement, the significance of the study, an overview of the research
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questions, the theoretical framework, the researcher’s interest in the topic, and key definitions.
Chapter 2 will be a review of the literature related to student-athlete satisfaction with coaches,
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. Additionally, scholarly
research on gender differences, finances, and gender equity will be covered. The following
chapter will also highlight the history of college athletics, the history of women in sports, and the
importance of Title IX.
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CHAPTER TWO – REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The NCAA is at a critical crossroad as it works to protect the amateurism aspect of the
organization. Many discussions are taking place both inside and outside of the NCAA
membership about the future of the organization and the inevitable changes that are coming. At
the forefront of these changes, many are talking about the high-profile student-athletes like
Duke’s Zion Williamson. Williamson was the star basketball player for Duke University and was
the biggest draw that NCAA men’s college basketball has seen in years (Martin, 2019). Due to a
knee injury where his Nike shoe split wide open, Williamson’s story was quickly amplified
because of his future earnings as a professional basketball player (Martin, 2019). High-profile
student-athletes like Zion Williamson make up a very small percent of NCAA Division I studentathletes, but they often become the focus. Female students, and their potential earnings as a
professional athlete, rarely make the news. It is unfortunate that once again the experience of the
female student-athlete is being put at the end of the line. This study was conducted to better
understand how to enhance the female student-athletes’ satisfaction and to help move them
toward the front of the line. It will also bring attention to the focus that needs to be placed on
female student-athletes at LRIs.
The focus of this chapter is to discuss literature related to this study. According to
Creswell (2009), the literature review has several purposes including sharing closely related
studies to the reader and helping to fill the gap in literature. Below a brief overview will be
provided to give a history of intercollegiate athletics and to provide the reader a historic
background. Next, the chapter will provide a background on the historic involvement of women
in sports and the progression that has been seen. Additionally, related scholarly research on
equity, Title IX, athletic-related resources, coach’s role in satisfaction, athletic-related facilities,
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and gender differences will all be discussed. The chapter will conclude with a summary. As
mentioned in Chapter 1, the liberal feminist theoretical framework is utilized in this study and
also guided the research questions.
Liberal Feminist Theory
In 1792, a lady by the name of Mary Wollstonecraft completed the first major work of
the feminist theory titled: A Vindication of the Rights of Woman (Donovan, 1986). There have
been many ways and variations of the feminist theory in research. In his book What is
Feminism? An Introduction to feminist theory, Beasley (1999) discusses the many different ways
to make sense of the complexities and the contradictory debates on the feminist theory.
According to Beasley (1999), the feminist theory can include elements such as a critique of
misogyny/sexual hierarchy, a focus on consideration of women as the subject of the analysis
(may include references to differences between them), some recourse to a normative imperative
at least in relation to challenging sexual hierarchy which may be implicit but more often is
clearly evident, and an inclination to view feminist theory as particularly relevant to or resonant
with women. Alvesson and Willmott (2003) also acknowledges that there are many varieties of
the feminist theory, but those varieties share two objectives. “The first is descriptive: to reveal
obvious and subtle gender inequalities. The second is change-oriented: to reduce or eradicate
those inequalities” (Alvesson & Willmott, 2003, p. 66).
One traditional feminist theory, which was utilized in this study, is the liberal feminist
theory. According to Jagger (1983), Liberal feminists see human beings as rational agents who
are individualists that tend to be egoists. Liberal feminist ultimately work to find equality of
opportunity (Evans, 1995). The liberal feminist theory guided this study in the creation of the
research questions and the lens for how to analyze the findings. The goal for this study is to work

15

toward equity between males and females in college athletics. Liberal feminist have several basic
tenants which include a faith in rationality, a belief that men and women are ontologically
similar, a belief in education as the most effective means to effect social change and transform
society, and a view of the individual as an isolated being seeking the truth apart from others
(Donovan, 1986). Specifically, this study examined the significant differences between gender
and student-athletes’ satisfaction with their coaches, with equity of athletic-related resources, and
athletic-related facilities. The study also looked at differences by the year of the surveys and the
type of sport females play and student-athlete satisfaction with their coaches, with equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.
Zalewski (2000) examined the different types of the feminist theories, with a focus on
liberal, radical, socialist, and postmodern and how things have changed since the 1970s. It is
important to know that the feminist theory, including the Liberal Feminist Theory, continues to
evolve to this day. Six words or concepts that are often used with the Liberal Feminist Theory
include: freedom, choice, rights, equality, rationality, and control (Zalewski, 2000). These words
fit well within the current study as the researcher looks to contribute to the existing literature on
how to enhance the female student-athlete satisfaction to provide enhanced opportunities equal to
those of males. Equal treatment and women being allowed to do what men do is a consistent
theme within liberal feminist thought (Zalewski, 2000). The researcher does not accept the fact
that college athletics should look differently for women than men. The researcher does not
accept that more money should go to male sports because more money is being generated.
Instead, the researcher is looking at ways to provide equality in the satisfaction of studentathletes and in order to do this it must first be determined which areas need to be addressed first.
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Utilizing the lens of the Liberal Feminist Theory, one would question why we even have
men’s and women’s basketball or men’s and women’s soccer. Instead, we would just have
basketball and soccer. Some schools have even placed ‘lady’ in front of their mascots for female
teams. For instance, the University of Tennessee calls their women’s basketball team the Lady
Vols. A liberal feminist would critique this decision by asking why we need to put lady in front
of Vols. It would be equal to putting lady in front of all female jobs like lady lawyers, lady pilots,
and lady doctors (Vopel & Cornelius, n.d). The Lady Vols example is a sign of separating
genders, which is contrary to a liberal feminist view. Okin (1989) states that “A just future would
be one without gender. In its social structure and practices, one’s sex would have no more
relevance than one’s eye color or the length of one’s toes” (p. 171).
Brief History of College Athletics
The purpose of this portion of the literature review is to help the readers understand the
history of intercollegiate athletics and how it became what it is today. It is the researcher’s belief
that one must understand the background of a topic prior to understanding how to address its
current status. Intercollegiate athletics has seen a significant amount of growth, times of
setbacks, and a variety of stages in its development. One thing is clear, intercollegiate athletics is
going to continue to play a significant role in higher education, but change is going to continue to
happen. Understanding the history of intercollegiate athletics can also help to better predict its
future.
Intercollegiate athletics in America can be traced back to the 19th century and over the
years it has become one of the most visible parts of colleges and universities. According to
Thelin (as cited by McClellan, King, and Rockey 2012), the history of college athletics can be
broken down into four areas including “its 19th-Century roots within the American campus; its
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growth during the first several decades of the 20th Century; its prosperity and problems following
World War II; and its standing as a high-stakes enterprise on many campuses in the early years
of the 21st century” (p. 3). While college athletics now plays a major role in higher education, it
struggled to make it early on in its history because the administrators and faculty had not planned
on including sports as part of the curriculum (Chu, Segrave, & Becker, 1985).
During the 19th Century there was significant faculty resistance to campus sports. This
resistance was seen by faculty related to religious and educational concerns. For instance, the
Protestants who started colonial colleges, felt the notion of students playing for enjoyment was
antithetical to religious doctrine that emphasized the importance of work ethic (McClellan et al.,
2012). The birth of intercollegiate athletics took place in August of 1852 in a crew match
between Harvard and the Yale Clubs of New Hampshire’s Lake Winnepesaukee (Smith, 2011).
Other sports such as baseball and football would follow lead and have contests in the 19 th
Century. Over the years, college athletics has moved from being student controlled in the 19th
Century to an integral part of higher education (Chu, 1989).
The early 20th Century saw significant growth in college athletics as the emergence of
football came to fruition. The popularity of football would grow at a quick pace as crowds
exceeded the campus spaces and media coverage came into play. As the media coverage and
popularity increased, the sport of football became more organized with the addition of a coach
(McClellan, et al., 2012). The sport of football would continue to grow during the 20th Century
both regionally and nationally. The creation of booster groups and alumni support became
prevalent in the sport. Ultimately, “football was king-and its success tended to promote the
addition of new varsity sports” (McClellan, et al., 2012, p. 10).
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Intercollegiate athletics faced some setbacks early in the 20th Century. As the popularity
of football was on the rise, there was also a sense that intercollegiate athletics was underregulated (Smith, 2000). There were 18 deaths and more than 100 major injuries in
intercollegiate football in 1905. President Theodore Roosevelt brought it to the national spotlight
when he called for a White House conference to review the football rules (Smith, 2000). The
discussions on injuries ultimately led to the creation of the Intercollegiate Athletic Association
(IAA), which ultimately became the NCAA.
Another key event took place during World War II when most intercollegiate sports
programs were suspended (McClellan et al., 2012). World War II ended in 1945 and
intercollegiate athletics immediately financially prospered. The challenge was problems
continued to arise due to the lack of national requirements. In 1905, President Theodore
Roosevelt helped to create what was previously called the Intercollegiate Athletic Association of
the United States. In 1910, the name was changed to the National Collegiate Athletic Association
(NCAA) (Chu et al., 1985). The challenge was the NCAA merely served as an advisory group
and did not have regulatory powers. The gambling incidents in the 1950s caused congress to act,
ultimately leading to the NCAA being asked to move from an advisory group to taking over the
regulation of college sports.
The rise of the NCAA was a significant change for intercollegiate athletics and many
developments came from this change. The power of the NCAA was never in question due to the
congressional mandate that was passed down. The NCAA would make significant progress in the
regulatory affairs of intercollegiate athletics as they enforced penalties, strengthened racial
integration and social justice, and ensured women had the right to participate in college sports
(McClellan et al., 2012). A critical moment took place for intercollegiate athletics in 1972 with
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the passage of Title IX, mandating under federal law colleges and universities to provide equal
opportunities for women in athletics as men (Chu et al., 1985). Title IX was a prominent moment
for women in sports; however, the NCAA was not supportive of this law applying to
intercollegiate athletics. The NCAA actually fought in the courts to have intercollegiate athletics
exempt from Title IX. Once they lost that lawsuit, they then fought to make revenue producing
sports exempt from the law. The NCAA would lose both battles and ultimately the association
would embrace women competing in intercollegiate athletics. (Chu et al., 1985). It took almost
the entire decade in the 1970s for athletics to fully be emerged in Title IX compliance (NCAA,
2017). Title IX was not without progress or controversy during the 1980s. Most notably, in the
1980s, “the decision in the court case Grove City v. Bell (1984) meant that the law only applied
to units in educational institutions that directly received federal funds” (NCAA, 2017, p. 10). The
Grove City v. Bell case restricted Title IXs impact on intercollegiate athletics, since at the time
most athletics departments did not receive federal funds. That all changed due to Congress
passing the Civil Rights Restoration Act (NCAA, 2017). The 1990s were arguably where Title
IX gained the most traction. “The 1990s featured a dramatically different climate for Title IX
because of a new government emphasis on enforcing the law as well as the passage of the Equity
in Athletics Disclosure Act in 1994, which required institutions of higher learning to annually
report data about their men’s and women’s athletics programs” (NCAA, 2017, p. 10). Title IX
would continue to grow in the 2000s and now into the 2010s.
Intercollegiate athletics is now in the 21st Century and the stakes have never been higher.
As of 2012, “the heritage of intercollegiate sports in the United States has led to the
formalization of a substantial athletics enterprise in the early 21 st century in which more than
2,000 degree granting colleges and universities sponsor annual competition for over 400,000
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student-athletes” (McClellan et al., 2012, p. 16). These institutions are now divided into
conferences and three divisions in the NCAA. College Athletics is now a multi-billion dollar
industry that is the most visible part of higher education in the United States.
The 351 institutions at the NCAA Division I level are extremely diverse in financial
resources. For instance, the budgets of NCAA Division I institutions can range from Alabama
A&M’s budget of $3,292,950 all the way to the University of Texas’ budget of $214,830,647
(Berkowitz, 2018). Key student-athlete satisfaction elements will likely be different for a school
like Alabama A&M than the University of Texas. The NCAA recognizes these differences in
finances among Division I institutions and they created a sub-group defined as Limited-Resource
Institutions (LRIs). The goal of creating this group was to better identify those institutions with
the lowest resources in Division I and to provide those institutions additional support. LRIs are
selected by utilizing a metric that equally weighs an institution’s per-capita spending on all fulltime undergraduate students, per-capita athletics spending on all student-athletes and the average
Pell Grant dollars awarded to first-time, full time undergraduate students. That number is then
divided by the number of full-time undergraduates at the institution (NCAA, 2018).
LRIs must find ways to survive and excel in an environment that is controlled by money
and student-athlete satisfaction can be the difference maker in whether or not an NCAA Division
I athletics department is successful. Satisfaction often begins during the recruitment process of a
student-athlete. During that recruitment, many coaches and even administrators are highlighting
why a prospective student-athlete should choose their institution over others. The key to the
recruitment is convincing the prospective student-athlete that he or she will be more satisfied if
they make the decision to attend the recruiter’s institution. According to Magnusen, Charn, Jun,
Perrewe, and Ferris (2017), several factors go into the effectiveness of recruitment, but it can
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best be defined as “the ability of recruiters (coaches) to successfully attract and sign desirable
human talent (student-athletes)” (p. 12).
The next step after selecting an institution is critical for both the student-athlete and the
institution. This step entails making sure the student-athletes have a positive experience and is
satisfied with their choice. There is a wide variety of research on how to make sure a collegiate
student-athlete has a satisfying experience. According to NCAA (2018), there are now 494,992
student-athletes who are competing within the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA).
At the NCAA Division I level, there are 351 institutions and 181,512 student-athletes (NCAA,
2018).
History of Women in College Athletics
Many authors begin discussions of women in college athletics with the well-known Title
IX legislation in 1972; however, it is important to understand the role that women had
participating in sports prior to the law being passed. Hogshead-Makar and Zimbalist (2007)
dispute the idea that females did not participate in sports prior to Title IX being passed. The
formal participation by women in sports most likely took place after the Industrial Revolution.
The Industrial Revolution “brought a more formal segregation between men and women, as work
and home were increasingly separated into what has now become known as the ‘doctrine of
separate sphere’. Publicly, men were cast as the competitors in the amoral, economic, legal, and
political realms, whereas women were positioned either as decorative acquisitions or as spiritual
guardians of men’s immortal souls” (Hogshead-Makar & Zimbalist, 2007, p. 7).
Women began attending colleges in the last half of the 19th Century with the goal of
proving they were equal in intelligence to men. By 1900 women made up 40 percent of
American college students, which also led to an increased demand for women as physical
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educators (Sack & Staurowsky, 1998). The individuals who championed women entering higher
education were the same individuals who championed women’s involvement in sports (Chu et
al., 1985). A couple of these women include Senda Berenson who started basketball and Clara
Baer who made adjustments to basketball to make it more accessible for female students (Sack &
Staurowsky, 1998).
Women’s sports were much different than that of their male counterparts. There was very
little involvement from the general students or alumni. The sports were governed by women
physical educators. Some of the sports were part of the curriculum, while others were organized
as intramural teams. The first intercollegiate women’s competitions were in the sport of
basketball (Chu et al., 1985). The focus on women in sports was put on the opportunity to play,
rather than competitions. “In 1923, the Women’s Division of the National Amateur Athletic
Federation drew up a platform which stressed promotion of programs encouraging participation
but not intercollegiate athletics” (Chu et al., 1985, p. 25). The motto for the Women’s Division
of the National Amateur Athletic Federation was “A game for every girl and every girl in a
game” (According to Lucas & Smith as cited by Chu et al., 1985, p. 25).
The push for women in sports would continue to place an emphasis on participation,
rather than competition, but intercollegiate athletics competition was beginning to emerge as
early as the 1940s. The first college championship for women was held in 1941 and was a golf
tournament held at Ohio State (Hogshead-Makar & Zimbalist, 2007). The popularity of
intercollegiate athletics competition slowly grew over the years, but it was not until 1966 when
the Commission of Intercollegiate Sports for Women began to actively encourage women to
compete in intercollegiate athletics and created national championships (Chu et al., 1985).
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Several changes in the structure of women associations would take place from 1966 to
1972. In January of 1972, the Association for Intercollegiate Athletics for Women (AWIW) was
founded. The intent was focused on “developing their own association free from the influence of
men, the women of the AIAW had a great feeling of ownership and protectiveness over their
organizations” (Hogshead-Makar & Zimbalist, 2007, p. 16). The AWIW played a significant role
in the emergence of women participating in sports, but it could be argued that nothing played
more of a role for women’s sports than the passage of Title IX in 1972.
Title IX is part of the Education Amendments of 1972. “It is a federal statute that states,
‘No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be
denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any educational program or
activity receiving federal financial assistance’” (Bentley, 2004, p. 2). Title IX in intercollegiate
athletics was met with opposition in the 1970s, but more than 45 years later there are many
examples of how it has paid off for women in intercollegiate athletics. The NCAA put together a
document in 2017 titled, 45 Years of Title IX – The Status of Women in Intercollegiate Athletics.
The report placed a specific emphasis on how participation numbers have grown for women, the
increase of the allocation of resources, and the growth of women in leadership positions. In
participation, it was noted that in 1982 just 73,351 women participated in NCAA Championship
sports. In 2016, that total had increased to 211,886 women participating in NCAA Championship
Sports. The percentage of participation between men and women in 1982 was 69.5% men and
30.5 percent women. In 2016, the number of men participating in NCAA Championship sports is
now 56.5% compared to 43.5 percent of women participating (NCAA, 2017). Overall, Title IX
has made a significant positive impact of participation for women in college sports, but there is
still much progress to be made.
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One of the key findings in the report noted that male and female student-athletes continue
to set record participation numbers, but the males have outpaced the females. “From 2002-2016,
male student-athletes gained just over 65,000 participation opportunities while female studentathletes garnered almost 58,000” (NCAA, 2017, p. 54).
The allocation of resources is also a key item to track when it comes to the student-athlete
experience. According to the NCAA (2017), expenses in both men’s and women’s athletics have
doubled across all three divisions in the last decade. However, at the NCAA Division I level
there is a growing gap between what is being spent on women compared to the expenditures for
men. “Division I has the greatest gap in spending between men’s and women’s athletics
programs. Analysis of median expenses indicates that Division I athletics departments are
spending twice as much on their men’s programs than on their women’s programs” (NCAA,
2017, p. 54).
Studies on Gender Equity, Title IX, and Athletic-Related Resources
According to Bess and Dee (2008), members of an organization can either see themselves
as equal or unequal to the other members. From a liberal feminist lens, having equity is critical to
the motivation of student-athletes. Several studies have been conducted looking at the overall
equity in participation between male and female student-athletes. However, this study is less
about equity in participation numbers and more about an equitable experience for studentathletes. The liberal feminist lens supports the fact that just getting to participate is not enough
for female student-athletes. Ultimately, the focus of this study from a liberal feminist lens is
investigating ways to enhance the female student-athlete satisfaction as they participate in
NCAA Division I sports at a LRI. The equity of athletic-related resources will be one of the
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dependent variables measured in both research questions. The information below discusses Title
IX, the equity of athletic-related resources, and the current literature on the subject.
In 2002, Katie Hnida became the first woman to ever play in a Division I football game.
This moment was a historic moment for the progress that has been made for females
participating in sports, but the moment can also be used to illustrate the satisfaction of the female
student-athletes who are participating. It should be noted that Katie Hnida was a kicker for the
University of New Mexico football team and her first time stepping on the field her extra point
kick was blocked. Bentley (2004) utilized Katie Hnida as a way to provide a symbolic
comparison in his study that examined the different approaches of interpreting Title IX. Bentley
(2004) stated:
The extra point attempt by Katie is symbolic of the two difference approaches of
interpreting Title IX: on the one hand, the cheers that Katie received as she entered both
the game and the record books as the first woman to play in a Division I football game
could be symbolic of a strict, proactive interpretation of Title IX that will allow the
gender barrier to be broken in college athletics and afford women the opportunities and
recognition in the college sports world they rightly deserve; or, on the other hand, the ball
being blocked by the UCLA player could be symbolic of a looser interpretation of Title
IX, where women will continue to travel down the long, difficult road in college sports
only to find their quest for the opportunities they deserve continually blocked. (p. 2)
For this study on female student-athlete satisfaction, Hnida’s kick could be looked at a little
differently. The opportunity for Hnida to be on the field participating represents the fact that
more opportunities are now available for women. As previously stated, in 1982 just 73,351
women participated in NCAA Championship Sports and in 2016 that number had risen to
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211,886 (NCAA, 2017). From a liberal feminist critique, the fact that her kick was blocked could
be seen as the satisfaction that female student-athletes are receiving. There is no doubt that
female student-athletes have continued to be provided more opportunities to compete, but that
same level of progress has not been made in regard to the satisfaction of those same studentathletes.
There are several Title IX cases that have taken place and much can be learned from
those cases. One of the most famous took place when nine women student-athletes sued Brown
University in 1992. Lazerson and Wagener (1996) wrote a scholarly article that discussed the
lessons learned from that case. Many of those same lessons would be helpful now as college
administrators change their mindset related to compliance of Title IX. “Most of higher education
has viewed Title IX as a series of threats: a menace to higher education’s autonomy in an era of
substantial federal and legal regulation and public demand for accountability” (Lazerson &
Wagener, 1996, p. 46). The mindset when discussing Title IX and gender equity seems to fit the
above description. It is seen as a threat instead of an opportunity. The way gender equity is
described could have a negative impact of the satisfaction of female student-athletes. It is
doubtful that female student-athletes want to be viewed as a requirement and it is unlikely they
want to complain about unfairness. Lazerson and Wagener (1996) suggest one should look at it
as an opportunity to advance women student-athletes and to also further promote the importance
of fairness. Today, the public continues to view college athletics as a business or professional
sports and the NCAA and college administrators continue to push back to claim amateurism for
college athletics. Lazzerson and Wagener (1996) made three recommendations in their study,
which were viewing Title IX as an opportunity to advance women: involve boards and presidents
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to have more oversight on athletics spending, and to further embrace athletics as a part of the
overall educational responsibilities of a university.
Another critical element to gender equity and Title IX is making sure mechanisms are in
place for administrators to evaluate compliance. Stafford (2004) evaluated this in a study related
to the effectiveness of formal and informal enforcement mechanisms. The findings of the study
highlighted that current enforcement mechanisms, both formal and informal have been relatively
ineffective at increasing overall compliance. The study also explored NCAA Division I
institutions in groups formally known as Division I-A, Division I-AA, and Division I-AAA.
Division I-A includes the highest level of football which participates in the Football Bowl
Championship Subdivision (FBS). The FBS level typically has a larger budget than other
Division I programs. Division I-AA is one step under I-A, competing in the Football
Championship Subdivision. Division I-AAA are those schools that compete at the Division I
level but do not sponsor the sport of football. Stafford (2004) found similarities with previous
studies in that larger schools and those that had lower percentages of female undergraduate
students were less likely to have Title IX compliance challenges. However, the research showed
a wide variation in Title IX compliance among institutions. According to Stafford (2004), “The
results of this analysis also shows that athletic programs vary significantly, and that a one-sizefits-all approach to enforcement is not likely to be very effective in promoting compliance across
the board” (p. 1485). This finding seems to further promote the importance of college
administrators fully investigating the individual institutions to customize an approach to Title IX
compliance and gender equity.

28

The Office for Civil Rights (OCR) created a three-part test that is utilized by athletic
programs to monitor compliance. Under the three-part test, an athletic program must meet one of
the following prongs to be compliant:
Prong 1: Intercollegiate level participation opportunities for male and female students
(must be) provided in number substantially proportionate to their respective enrollment; OR
Prong 2: Where the members of one sex have been and are underrepresented among
intercollegiate athletics…the institution (must) show a history and continuing program expansion
which is demonstrably responsive to the developing interest and abilities of the members of that
sex; OR
Prong 3: Where the members of one sex are underrepresenting among intercollegiate
athletes, and the institution cannot show a continuing practice of program expansion such as that
cited above….it (must) be demonstrated that the interests and abilities of the members of that sex
have been fully accommodated by the present program (Bentley, 2004).
Many NCAA Division I institutions are able to meet one of the three prongs, with the
largest percentage utilizing prong one. However, less attention has been paid to what follows as
part of the requirements of Title IX. In addition to meeting one of the prongs, there are two other
key elements for institutions to meet. First, institutions must also provide female and male
student-athletes athletic scholarship dollars proportional to their participation. Second, male and
female student-athletes must receive equal treatment with regard to equipment and supplies,
scheduling of games and practice times, travel and daily allowance/per diem, access to tutoring,
coaching, locker rooms, practice and competitive facilities, medical and training facilities and
services, houses and dining facilities and services, publicity and promotions, support services
and recruitment of student-athletes (Bentley, 2004). In order to enhance the satisfaction of
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female student-athletes, more focus should be placed on the male and female student-athletes
receiving equal treatment in the areas mentioned above. Lopiano (2014) explains that NCAA
Division I programs have the greatest gap in expenditures between men’s and women’s athletic
programs. Overall, “Division I spends more on each male student-athlete than on female studentathletes: over $30,000 more at FBS, $3,000 more at Division I Football Championship
Subdivision, and $1,000 more at Division I institutions without football” (Lopiano, 2014, p. 7).
Scholars have looked at reasons for the inequities between female and male studentathletes. Some scholars have blamed the lack of accountability for the issue. Lopiano (2014)
even took her research one step further by recommending the NCAA to adopt eligibility for
national championship to Title IX compliance. Lopiano (2014) recommendation was to have
legislation state the following:
Member institutions not in compliance with Title IX athletics regulations, as determined
by conference or external third-party review at least once every four years, shall be
ineligible for postseason play if the identified deficiencies are not remedied within one
two years. Deficiencies not remedied within two years shall result in suspension of
membership in the association (p. 6).
The recommendation of new legislation could be one way to enforce institutions to not only meet
one of the three prongs of Title IX, but to also meet the requirements around equity in athletic
related resources. Other scholars have turned their attention to the inequities of female leadership
representation within NCAA sport governance. A liberal feminist critique would look at the idea
that we need for women representation to have a voice for the needs of female student-athletes.
In a study addressing gender equities in NCAA sports governance, Yiamouyiannia and Osborne
(2012) found that women continue to be underrepresented within NCAA Governance and NCAA
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leadership positions. In 2011, less than 25% of NCAA Executive Leadership positions were held
by females and less than 17% managing directors were held by females. In Division I
governance, women represented only 16.7% of the board of directors and only 25.8% of the
leadership council. (Yiamouyiannia & Osborne, 2012). This lack of representation from women
is likely a contributing factor to the perceived lack of equity in athletic-related resources for
female student-athletes. Overall, Yiamouyiannia and Osborne (2012) found that inequalities are
seen across every level of the NCAA, including females as coaches, administrators, conference
commissioners, representatives on committees, and in upper leadership positions within the
NCAA national office staff. These inequalities are still seen today in the NCAA, but progress is
being made. However, from a liberal feminist viewpoint the NCAA is failing at providing
equitable opportunities for leadership positions for women in comparison to men.
According to the 2017 College Sport Racial and Gender Report Card (Lapchick, 2018),
the NCAA has placed an emphasis on equity issues through association-wide committees,
education, training, professional development, and scholarships and grants. In an effort to
improve inequities, the NCAA has added new committees and better-defined existing
committees related to their roles with equity. This has been seen through Association-Wide
Committees including the National Student-Athlete Advisory Committees, the NCAA
Committee on Women’s Athletics, the NCAA Minority Opportunities and Interests Committee,
and the Gender Equity Task Force. The NCAA Board of Governors also now has a committee to
promote cultural diversity and equity. The committee was formed in 2017 to “review and react to
recommendations from the Committee on Women’s Athletics, the Minority Opportunities and
Interests Committee, and the Gender Equity Task Force” (Lapchick, 2018, p. 79). The NCAA
has also implemented a significant amount of education, training, and professional development
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among many. One such education tool was the report titled 45 Years of Title IX: The Status of
Women in Intercollegiate Athletics. This report provided an update on the progress that has been
made, while also providing ways to further enhance the college athletics experience for women
(NCAA, 2017). Other programs that were created include the NCAA and Women Leaders in
College Sports Women’s Leadership Symposium, the NCAA/Women Leaders in College Sports
Institute for Athletics Executives, the NCAA/Women Leaders in College Sports Leadership
Enhancement Institute, and the NCAA/Women Leaders in College Sports Institute for
Administrative Advancement (Lapchick, 2018). Another critical step in improving gender equity
and diversity was the implementation of a pledge for chancellors, presidents and conference
commissioners to openly declare their support for pursuing diversity and gender equity in
intercollegiate athletics (Lapchick, 2018). The presidential pledge and commitment to promoting
diversity and gender equity in intercollegiate athletics states:

Consistent with our mission and values, our institution, a member of the National
Collegiate Athletic Association, pledges to specifically commit to establishing initiatives
for achieving ethnic and racial diversity, gender equity and inclusion, with a focus and
emphasis on hiring practices in intercollegiate athletics, to reflect the diversity of our
membership and our nation.

We recognize and value the experiences individuals from diverse backgrounds
bring to intercollegiate athletics. To that end, we will strive to identify, recruit and
interview individuals from diverse backgrounds in an effort to increase their
representation and retention as commissioners, athletics directors, coaches and other
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leaders in athletics. As part of this commitment, we will also engage in a regular
diversity, inclusion and equity review to inform campus policy and diversity initiatives.

We understand this to be a collective responsibility we owe to student-athletes,
staff, our athletics programs and the entire campus community (NCAA, 2019).

The research described in this section does provide one valuable piece of information
related to female student-athletes’ satisfaction and athletic related resources. However, this study
helps fill the gap in literature with information related directly to those institutions who have
limited resources. There is a current gap in literature related to how administrators at LRIs
should prioritize their dollars to enhance female student-athlete satisfaction. As noted, one area
being explored is athletic-related resources. The next is directly related to the coach-athlete
relationship.
The Coach’s Role on Female Student-Athlete Satisfaction
There is a lack of research that has been conducted on the differences between gender
and student-athlete satisfaction with their coaches. The same can be said about the differences
between the type of sport females play and their level of satisfaction with coaches. There was no
research found on these topics at an LRI. However, there has been significant research related to
the coach-athlete relationship and the factors that may contribute to satisfaction. One element
directly related to female student-athletes is the fact that more are now coached by males than
females.
While the reasons are debated, the fact is that there are fewer female coaches now than in
the past. From a liberal feminist view, this fact provides evidence that females are moving
further away from being equal to males in relation to opportunities for female coaches. Acosta
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and Carpenter (2014) found that the percentage of female coaches coaching female teams has
declined from 90% in the early 1970s to 43% in 2014. In comparison, 97% to 98% of males
coach the men’s teams. The inequities can be difficult to understand; however, Acosta and
Carpenter (2014) found that NCAA Institutions that had female athletics directors (ADs) had a
higher percentage of women coaches than those institutions led by male ADs.
Kane and LaVoi (2018) further explored the perceptions of male and female leaders on
why fewer women coaches were being hired. Females attributed the absence of women coaches
to what is considered the old boys’ club network, the conscious discrimination in the
selection/hiring process, and the unconscious discrimination in the selection/hiring process at a
higher level than their male counterparts. Surprisingly, and different from past studies, females
perceived time constraints due to family obligations and failure of females to apply for jobs as
the two highest mean scores (Kane & LaVoi, 2018). Greenwell (2012) (as cited by Kane and
Lavoi, 2018) found there could be a difference in satisfaction based on gender due to the fact that
women want to be coached by women. They also noted that females are missing an opportunity
to have strong female role models.
Another area of research that has been conducted related to the coach-athlete relationship
is centered around the benefits of a quality relationship. Davis, Appleby, Davis, Wetherell, and
Gustafsson (2018) found that the quality of the coach-athlete relationship was associated with
better cognitive development for athletes, but not physical performance. There has also been
research on harm that can be caused if a quality coach-athlete relationship is not present and this
harm was found to be worse for females. Lopez, Dohrn, and Posig (2019) studied the effect of
abusive leadership by coaches on Division I student-athletes’ performance and explored the
moderating role of core self-evaluations. This study also looked at the differences between male
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and females. It was found that women student-athletes have lower levels of core self-evaluations
than men, indicating a potential increase in impact that an abusive leadership can have on women
(Lopez et al., 2019). This research adds more clarity on the impact a coach can have on female
student-athlete satisfaction. Based on these findings, an abusive coach may not only effect the
satisfaction of the female student-athletes, they may also effect performance. Another area
lacking in equity at many LRIs is athletic-related facilities.
Athletic-Related Facilities
Athletic related facilities are often included in Title IX cases filed against universities.
One such case was put forth by Linda Vivas, the former volleyball coach at Fresno State
University. In addition to being a successful volleyball coach, she was also an advocate for
gender equity. One of the complaints that led to an awarded $5.85 million to Vivas was the
unequal access to facilities for the women’s volleyball team (Buzuvis, 2010). This case is just
one example of the importance of this current study from a liberal feminist viewpoint searching
for equity. Another example took place in 2008, when the former University of Tennessee
Martin (UT Martin) head volleyball coach Amy Draper was fired. She then brought forward a
lawsuit in part due to the fact that her team was not allowed to compete in the premier athletic
facility on campus. Instead, she had to share a facility with campus intramurals and the physical
education department (Buzuvis, 2010).
Similar to Fresno State and UT Martin, EVU is vulnerable to lawsuits related to
inequities. At EVU, the main gym is often used by campus and also shared for practice by three
teams including volleyball, men’s basketball, and women’s basketball. Men’s basketball receives
top priority in selecting the time, followed by women’s basketball and then volleyball. The

35

equity in access to the main gym can often be a problem when only one time is available. That
time will typically go to men’s basketball and the women’s teams end up left out.
The arms race is a term that is often used when describing athletic facilities at the NCAA
Division I level. College administrators continue to try to keep up with the best locker rooms,
practice facilities, or competition facilities of other programs. Women’s teams at highly
resourced institutions may actually benefit from this arms race because there are more dollars to
go around. Suggs (2000), explains just that when she describes the University of Arkansas at
Fayetteville (U of A) women’s basketball locker room. “The first thing you notice, are the sofas.
Overstuffed, black-leather, begging-to-be-lounged-in sofas” (para. 1). Suggs (2000) attributed
the success of Razorbacks’ football and men’s basketball as the reason the university can afford
to treat females equitable.
Unlike the U of A, LRIs do not have the same luxury for its female student-athletes. The
administrators are often forced to upgrade the highest revenue producing sports and the female
student-athletes are often missed. The dream of college athletics’ administrators at LRIs is to one
day be able to do what the U of A is able to do. However, some would argue that LRIs need to be
careful in upgrading the male sports without doing the same for the female sports.
Yiamouyiannis (2003) warns administrators to make institutional decisions in a manner that does
not put the female student-athlete experience in jeopardy.
Overall, there continues to be a widening gap between Division I programs. The rate of
growth at an LRI is not at the same level of highly resourced institutions like U of A. “Wealthy
sports programs can subsidize new opportunities and greater spending for women, but those
without revenue-producing football and basketball teams lag. And the gap between the haves and
have-nots is widening” (Suggs, 2000, para. 6). In addition to a gap between the highly resourced

36

institutions and the LRIs, a gap is continuing to expand between males and females at LRIs. The
researcher is looking to fill the gap in literature on student-athlete satisfaction from a liberal
feminist viewpoint.
Gender Differences
This study provides valuable research on gender differences and student-athletes
satisfaction with their coaches, equity of athletics-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.
The literature will add on to other studies that have been conducted on gender differences in
several categories. For instance, one area that has been researched related to the female studentathlete satisfaction is nutritional needs. The schedule of a female student-athlete involves
sleeping, eating, working out, going to class, studying, practicing, playing competitions, and
socializing if the time permits. In order to maintain such a busy schedule, it is critical for the
female student-athlete to fuel her body with the nutrients needed to be successful. Research has
shown that female student-athletes are more vulnerable to nutritional related issues than male
student-athletes. These struggles can come in the areas of nutritional deficiencies, eating
disorders, body image issues, and weight (Shriver, Betts, & Wollenberg, 2013). There are a
variety of ways to look at the nutritional needs of individuals including the Dietary Reference
Intakes. According to Shriver, et al. (2013), “the Dietary Reference Intakes (DRIs) include the
Acceptable Macronutrient Distribution Ranges (AMDRs) and currently represent the energy and
nutrient standards for a general healthy population in the United States” (p. 10). The challenge
with utilizing this method for student-athletes is the fact that student-athletes have a much
different lifestyle than the general healthy population in the United States. A better method to
determine the nutritional standards for student-athletes is one that involves nutrients compared to
the individual’s weight (Shriver et al., 2013).
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Sellers, Kuperminc, and Damas (1997) explored gender differences in African American
women athletes and their level of satisfaction. The results found that African American women
student-athletes satisfaction differ in meaningful ways both with male African American studentathletes and white women student-athletes. These findings may indicate the need to future
research on LRIs. The current study looks closely at gender differences, but race is not separated.
A future study could be looking at the differences in satisfaction between African American
female student-athletes and white student-athletes at an LRI. The same categories of difference
in satisfaction with coaches, equity in athletics-related resources, and athletic-related facilities
can be utilized.
Finances
“Developing a budget is both an art and a science” (Paulsen & Smart, 2001, p. 501). This
is especially true for LRIs due to the fact that there are not enough resources to satisfy every
institutional need. A budget provides guidance to set and communicate the priorities of an
institution (Paulsen & Smart, 2001). The impact of this research is it will allow the research to
better prioritize where funds should be allocated to enhance female student-athlete satisfaction.
It should be noted that the NCAA does not make its list of LRIs public. The only way to
track current or past LRIs is by viewing past grant recipients of the Accelerating Academic Success
Program (AASP). Institutions are only eligible for this award if they are considered an LRI. The
past recipients include Alabama State University, Alcorn State University, Austin Peay State
University, Bethune-Cookman University, CSU Bakersfield, CSU Northridge, CSU Fullerton,
Coppin State University, Delaware State University, Florida University A&M, Hampton
University, Idaho State University, Jackson State University, Lamar University, Mississippi
Valley State University, Morehead State University, Morgan State University, Norfolk State
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University, North Carolina A&T, North Carolina Central University, Northwestern State
University, Saint Peters University, Southern University, Tennessee State University, Texas
Southern University, University of Arkansas – Pine Bluff, University of Maryland – East Shore,
University of South Carolina – Upstate, University of Texas at Arlington, University of Texas –
Rio Grande Valley, Utah Valley University, and Weber State University (NCAA, 2019).
The reason that LRIs are not all publicly listed is because some of the schools do not
want to be seen as a “broke” institution. However, the group that is closely connected to LRIs are
HBCUs. According to Bell (2017), there were only 3 HBCUs in 2018 that were not LRIs.
Therefore, HBCUs and LRIs are interlocked with each other. This study helps to fill the gap in
literature for LRIs, but there is also a need to further explore female student-athlete satisfaction
at HBCUs from a liberal feminist lens.
The NCAA currently has 351 Division I Institutions and those institutions have a wide
range of financial support. According to the USA Today NCAA Finances report (Berkowitz,
2018) the public Division I institution with the highest total revenue is the University of Texas
with total revenue in the amount of $214,830,647. On the flip side, the lowest amount of revenue
generated was Alabama A&M who brought in a total of $3,292,950. Like revenues, the expenses
for athletics departments followed a similar pattern with the University of Texas being the
highest spender at $207,022,323 and Mississippi Valley State University spending $4,335,851.
In all, the USA Today NCAA Finances report (Berkowitz, 2018) provided information on 230 of
the 351 NCAA Division I institutions. The gap between the top revenue total and bottom revenue
total is on the rise and is showing no signs of slowing down. In 2007, the gap was just over $100
million with Ohio State generating $109.4 million and Coppin State generating $2 million. In
2017, as stated above, the gap is now well over $200 million (Berkowitz, 2018).
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Chapter Summary
In this chapter, relevant literature was discussed regarding the history of intercollegiate
athletics, the history of women in sports, liberal feminist theory, gender equity and Title IX, and
several aspects of female student-athlete satisfaction. The majority of the past research found
gender differences in several areas related to satisfaction of student-athletes and it was also found
that past literature recognizes the differences among institutions at the Division I level. The
research was consistent in noticing the difference between the “haves” and “haves not”
institution. There was also a lot of literature related to the lack of females in lead administrator
roles, head coaching roles, and even among key NCAA committees. This information will relate
well to the current study on potential reasons for a lack of progress in gender equity related to
female student-athlete satisfaction. It was evident through the literature that much progress has
been gained in regard to gender equity and participation opportunities, but there has been a lack
of progress on the other factors of gender equity. A critique from a liberal feminist lens is that
there is a limited amount of research on female student-athlete satisfaction at Division I
institutions with limited resources and this study contributes to the research by moving towards
equal treatment for female student-athletes. The ensuing chapter discusses the methodology
behind the study.
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CHAPTER THREE – METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference between males and
females and their perceptions of satisfaction with their coaches, the equity of athletic-related
resources, and the institutions athletic-related facilities. This chapter discusses the methodology
utilized to successfully complete this study and to answer the research questions listed below.
The quantitative design of this study is described in this chapter including the research questions,
hypothesis(es), research design, the participants and setting, data collection, and the data
analysis.
The research questions were guided through the liberal feminist theoretical framework.
Liberal feminist look to create equal opportunities for the sexes and to remove barriers which
may prevent women from reaching their full potential (Acker, 1987). In the research questions
below, the goal is to identify ways to enhance the female student-athlete satisfaction and to work
towards equity between male and female student-athletes through a liberal feminist lens.
The research questions this study focused on were:
1. To what degree do males and females differ in satisfaction with their coaches, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with
limited resources?
2. To what degree do females differ between the type of sport they play and their level of
satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources?
3. To what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ by years of surveys with coaches,
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution
with limited resources?
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The above questions will help to identify how limited resources should be spent to enhance
female student-athlete satisfaction and to provide equity between males and females. According
to Light, Singer, and Willett (1990), research questions influence the number of people you
should study to create adequate statistical power. This study utilized a large samples size of close
to 800 student-athletes including both male and female student-athletes from 16 different sports.
Hypotheses
The null hypotheses relating to the research questions that were tested for the study are:
1. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with their coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
2. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with limited resources.
3. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with athletic-related facilities at a Division I Institution with limited resources.
4. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
5. There will be no difference between the type of sport females play and their level of
satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with
limited resources.
6. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources.
7. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
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8. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with
limited resources.
9. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources.
Research Design
The study conducted a quantitative analysis on pre-recorded secondary data from a
student-athlete survey previously conducted at EVU. A comparative between group design was
used for this study. According to Lodico, Spaulding, and Voegtle (2006), the comparative design
will examine the differences between groups (e.g. male and female student-athletes) but will not
seek to establish causality since there is no randomization of subjects in to treatment and control
groups and no manipulation of the independent variable. Studies that use the comparative
approach examine the presumed effect of an attribute independent variables and can sometimes
be referred to as causal comparative (Gliner & Morgan, 2000). In this study, research question
one utilized the independent variable (IV) of gender and the dependent variables (DV) of:
student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities. The second research question will utilize the IV, type of sport. The three DVs will be
the same as the ones utilized in question one. The third research question will utilize the IV, year
of the survey. The three DVs will be the same as the one utilized in question one and two.
The steps involved in conducting this high-quality comparative research include:
selecting a topic, reviewing literature to identify important variables, developing a research
hypothesis(es), clearly defining the independent variable, selecting participants using procedures
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to control extraneous variables, selecting reliable and valid measuring instruments, collecting
data, analyzing the data to see if the groups differ, and interpreting the results (Lodico, et al.,
(2006). All of these steps were utilized in this study.
Participants and Setting
The participants for the study were drawn from a convenience sample of student-athletes
at East Valley University (EVU), which is utilized as a pseudonym for an actual university. EVU
is a public university located in the state of California and has an enrollment of just over 10,000
students. The data collected is to access the female student-athlete satisfaction at EVU. The
researcher will only be analyzing selected portions of the data that was collected. EVU
participates in a NCAA Division I mid-major conference and is considered by the NCAA as a
limited-resource institution. The university participated at the NCAA Division II level for many
years and won 30 national championships. EVU became a full-member of NCAA Division I in
2010 and has won a total of 8 conference championships during that time, with seven of those
championships happening in the last 4-years.
There are 734 participants in the study with 330 being male and 404 being female
student-athletes, which provides a comparative group. According to Light, Singer, and Willett
(1990), “Studies without comparison groups are among the weakest possible research designs”
(p. 103). While this study is focused on female student-athlete satisfaction, it was important to
have the comparison group of the male student-athletes. EVU currently has 10 female sports and
six male sports. All sports were utilized in this study. The female student-athletes will come
from the following sports; outdoor track and field, indoor track and field, cross country,
basketball, volleyball, beach volleyball, soccer, swimming and diving, and softball. It should be
known that female student-athletes that participate in outdoor track, also participate in indoor
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track and field and cross country. This is the same for indoor volleyball and beach volleyball.
Therefore, the track and field student-athletes will all be under the overarching sport of track and
field and the student-athletes who compete in indoor volleyball and beach volleyball will be
under the overarching sport of volleyball. The male student-athletes will come from the
following sports; basketball, baseball, soccer, wrestling, track and field, and swimming and
diving.
Instrument
For the purpose of this study a pre-recorded secondary data set collected from a
previously administered student-athlete survey was utilized. The student-athlete survey was
developed in 2013 by a committee which included faculty, athletics administrators, coaches,
student-athletes, and the VP for Student Affairs. The survey has been administered every year
since 2014. The recommendation to create the survey was made by the Faculty Athletics
Representative (FAR) due to the fact that many complaints were being voiced by student-athletes
related to the athletics department. These complaints were coming as a surprise to the FAR and
athletics administrators and they were also leading to investigations that took a lot of time. The
idea of the survey was to provide all student-athletes the ability to give anonymous feedback to
the department, which ultimately would help enhance the satisfaction of the student-athletes. The
survey has led to many positive enhancements to student-athlete satisfaction in the department.
The enhancements have included facility upgrades, coaching changes, enhanced academic
support, and new budget allocations.
The student-athlete survey has 10 main sections. The survey begins by asking each
participant to indicate what sport they play. The first section gathers information from studentathletes about their feelings towards their head coach. It asks them to evaluate specific
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statements about their head coach and the first section included 10 Likert-type items that use a
six-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=disagree, 4=agree,
5=somewhat agree, 6=strongly agree). An example of a statement from this section is: Made
consistent decisions in the best interest of the program.
The next sections of the survey were not utilized for this study, but included statements
about the academic support staff, faculty support, missed classed time, and rules education. The
next section utilized in this study asked student-athletes to rate their level of agreement with
statements about the athletics department exhibiting a commitment to providing equity and
included 16 Likert-type items that use a seven-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree,
2=somewhat disagree, 3=disagree, 4=agree, 5=somewhat agree, 6=strongly agree, 7=don’t
know). An example of some of the items covered included: equipment, practice times, game
times, modes of travel for away competition, apparel/uniforms, etc.
The next section included in the study asked the participants to rate their level of
agreement with statements about their sports facilities and included five Likert-type items that
use a six-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 2=somewhat disagree, 3=disagree, 4=agree,
5=somewhat agree, 6=strongly agree). An example from a statement in this section is: the locker
room facilities were satisfactory.
A copy of the full survey can be found in appendix A.
Data Collection
According to Ritchie and Lewis (2003), data typically comes from one of two sources. It
can come from existing data or information and it can come from data that is generated by the
researcher. Pre-recorded secondary data was used for this study and covered years 2015 through
2019. The first step in collecting the data involves the Faculty Athletics Representative (FAR)
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working with each team’s coaching staff to schedule a time for the student-athletes to take the
survey in an on-campus computer lab. The FAR meets with each team in the computer lab to
provide survey instructions, to explain the importance of the survey, and to make them aware
that the surveys are anonymous. The FAR remains in the computer lab until all surveys are
completed and the surveys are administered through Survey Monkey. The surveys are completed
at the end of the competitive seasons for each sport. For example, the women’s basketball team
conducts their surveys towards the end of March or early April. The surveys include questions to
evaluate student-athlete’s perceptions of satisfaction with: the head coach, academic support
staff, faculty support, and team travel. Additionally, the survey gives the student-athletes the
opportunity to provide information related to time demands, gender equity, facilities, and to
provide information about their overall campus experience. The full survey (see appendix a) is
given to each student-athlete. The data is all de-identified prior to being sent to the researcher
from the Faculty Athletics Representative. The participant name and all other identifiers have
been removed from the data.
Data Analysis
Research question one examined whether there are statistically significant differences
between males and females and their perceptions of satisfaction with the coach, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. For the purpose of this study, the
independent variable (IV) is gender and is treated as a dichotomous variable (e.g. male=0,
female=1). There are three dependent variables (DVs) for this study: student-athlete satisfaction
with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. Each of the
dependent variables were treated as continuous data and were derived from a total score from
collapsing multiple items within the survey. Based on one IV at two levels and three continuous
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DVs, the most appropriate analysis for this question was a multiple analysis of variance
(MANOVA). “A MANOVA compares two or more groups by means of a linear composite
dependent variable” (Gliner & Morgan, 2000, p. 292). A MANOVA is frequently utilized in
quantitative research. This type of analysis is recommended by many in the field of statistics
(Finch, 2016). Post-hoc, univariate testing was utilized when the MANOVA was found to be
statistically significant at p<.05.
The second research question focused on whether there is a difference between the type
of sport females participate in and whether there is a statistical difference in their satisfaction
with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. For this question,
the type of sport will be the independent variable (IV) and will be considered categorical in
nature. Three DVs will be used for this question and will consist of: student-athlete satisfaction
with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources and athletic-related facilities. Again, these three
DVs will be considered continuous data and will be determined as a total score for those
subsections of the survey. Based on the type and levels of variables, a MANOVA will be
conducted to determine if significant differences by types of sports played by females can be
found. Post-hoc, univariate testing was utilized when the MANOVA is found to be statistically
significant at p<.05.
The third research question focused on whether there is a difference between the year of
the survey and student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and
athletic-related facilities. For this question, the year of the surveys will be the independent
variable (IV) and will be considered categorical in nature. Three DVs will be used for this
question and will consist of: student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related
resources, and athletic-related facilities. Again, these three DVs will be considered continuous
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data and will be determined as a total score for those subsections of the survey. Based on the
type and levels of variables, a MANOVA will be conducted to determine if significant
differences by the year of the survey can be found. Post-hoc, univariate testing was utilized when
the MANOVA is found to be statistically significant at p<.05.
Validity and Reliability
The validity and reliability of the study was of upmost importance. Imperative to any
quantitative study is to make sure of the correctness and precision of the data. It is important to
have internal validity, which is based around whether or not one is investigating what they say
they are investigating (Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). In this study, the researcher is confident that the
data matched up with the investigation to look at ways to enhance the female student-athlete
satisfaction at a NCAA Division I LRI. The participants are all male and female student-athletes
at an NCAA Division I LRI and the data that is being examined is directly correlated with
student-athlete satisfaction. Additionally, the study provided value to those who are outside of
the EVU Athletics Department because many administrators struggle with the same issues
related to student-athlete satisfaction. The researcher is confident that this study provides value
to similar populations of student-athletes and this research should also create opportunities for
further exploration. One NCAA Division I university is being explored and the findings from
research on that university will be beneficial to ‘like’ institutions. A ‘like’ institution would be
another LRI or even an HBCU.
Validity can be considered a relative concept, which focuses on how well your measure
assesses what you want it to (Light et al., 1990). In the case of this study, the researcher is
obtained pre-recorded secondary data from student-athletes at an institution with limited
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resources The data was then utilized to understand how to enhance female student-athlete
satisfaction.
Reliability is less important than validity (Patton, 2015). Having said that, reliability is
still an important area that must be addressed in a study. “Reliability describes the extent to
which two sets of measurements of the same characteristic on the same people duplicate each
other” (Light et al., 1990, p. 165). The reliability of the data was maintained through each
student-athlete receiving the same instructions on how to correctly answer each question. While
this data has not been independently tested, the reliability is strong due to each participant taking
the survey one to two weeks after their season and the questions are the same for everyone.
Limitations
Only one of the 351 NCAA Division institutions was selected for this study. Therefore,
there are limitations due to the fact that the female student-athlete satisfaction is only being
examined from EVU. According to Boulmetis and Dutwin (2005), it is critical not to look at only
the benefits of a study. One must also look at some of the limitations, even though those
limitations could cause the study to be under scrutiny. The researcher is very open to future
expanded research in this area.
There is a slight risk with the student-athlete surveys not being accurate due to the timing
of when they are administered. It is possible that student-athletes could have a more positive or
negative view based on how their season went. The goal with the surveys is to give the studentathletes at least a couple weeks after the season before administering the survey. It is also likely
that student-athletes are comfortable giving accurate feedback on the student-athlete surveys
because they are confidential and only reviewed by the faculty athletics representative and the
athletics director.
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IRB
An exemption was issued by the IRB Administration at the University of Memphis on
September 1, 2019 for this study. The IRB administrator reviewed the study’s determination
(PRO-FY2020 = 102). Based on the information provided on the form which indicated prerecorded secondary data the study did not need to submit an application to the IRB as the
research did not meet the Office of Human Subjects Research Protections definition of human
subjects research. See Appendix B for IRB exemption.
Chapter Summary
This chapter provided an overview of the research questions, the null hypotheses, the
research design, the participants and setting, the instrument, the data collection and analysis, the
validity and reliability, and the limitations of the study. This study utilized a pre-recorded
secondary data set carried out on 734 cases. Data was originally collected between the years of
2015 to 2019 utilizing the methods described above. As stated, the results will be transcribed into
a spreadsheet and analyzed using a multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA). Post-hoc,
univariate testing will be necessary if the MANOVA is found to be statistically significant at
p<.05. The results will look to find ways to enhance the female student-athlete satisfaction at an
NCAA Division I Limited-Resource Institution. The results of these analyses follow in the
subsequent chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR – RESULTS
As stated in Chapter one, the study examined ways to enhance satisfaction of female
student-athletes at an NCAA Division I Limited-Resource Institution. Research question one
utilized the independent variable of gender, research question two utilized the independent
variable of sport, and research question three utilized the independent variable of year of survey.
All three research questions utilized the dependent variables of student-athlete satisfaction with
coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. The chapter will be
organized by re-stating the research questions and hypotheses, followed by the study
demographics, the descriptive statistics, and the results of the study will be presented.
Research Questions
The research questions included:
1. To what degree do males and females differ in satisfaction with their coaches, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with
limited resources?
2. To what degree do females differ between the type of sport they play and their level of
satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources?
3. To what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ by years with coaches, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with
limited resources?
Hypotheses
The null hypotheses relating to the research questions that were tested included:
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1. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with their coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
2. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with limited resources.
3. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with athletic-related facilities at a Division I Institution with limited resources.
4. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
5. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution
with limited resources.
6. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources.
7. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
8. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with
limited resources.
9. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources.
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Study Demographics
The participants for the study were drawn from a sample of student-athletes at East
Valley University (EVU). EVU annually has between 310 to 325 student-athletes. All studentathletes from 2014-15 through 2018-19 are encouraged to take the survey. The study is a
program assessment of EVU, which is a public university located in the state of California and
has an enrollment of just over 10,000 students. EVU participates in a NCAA Division I midmajor conference and is considered by the NCAA as a limited-resource institution. The
university participated at the NCAA Division II level for many years and won 30 national
championships. EVU became a full-member of NCAA Division I in 2010 and has won a total of
eight conference championships during that time, with seven of those championships happening
in the last four-years.
The participants included in the data are male and female student-athletes, which
provides a comparative group. While this study is focused on female student-athletes
satisfaction, it was important to have the comparison group of the male student-athletes. It was
important to have males as the comparison group to explore differences in satisfaction between
genders. From a liberal feminist lens, the researcher was looking for ways to create equity in
satisfaction between females and males at an NCAA Division I institution with limited resources.
In order to do so, the male comparison group was needed. The comparison group was also
needed to explore compliance of Title IX. A key part of Title IX compliance is that male and
female student-athletes must receive equal treatment with regard to equipment and supplies,
scheduling of games and practice time, travel and daily allowance/per diem, access to tutoring,
coaching, locker rooms, practice and competitive facilities, medical and training facilities and
service, houses and dining facilities and services, publicity and promotions, support services and
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recruitment of student-athletes (Bentley, 2004). In order to determine Title IX compliance, the
researcher needed data involving male and female student-athletes.
EVU currently has 10 female sports and six male sports. All sports were utilized in this
study. The female student-athletes came from the following sports; outdoor track and field,
indoor track and field, cross country, basketball, volleyball, beach volleyball, soccer, swimming
and diving, and softball. It should be known that female student-athletes that participate in
outdoor track, also participate in indoor track and field and cross country. This is the same for
indoor volleyball and beach volleyball. Therefore, the track and field student-athletes are under
the overarching sport of track and field and the student-athletes who compete in indoor
volleyball and beach volleyball are under the overarching sport of volleyball. The male studentathletes came from the following sports; basketball, baseball, soccer, wrestling, track and field,
and swimming and diving. The surveys being utilized are annual surveys given to studentathletes since 2014-15. In total, five years of surveys have been collected including 2014-15,
2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19. All 5 years are included in the data (see Table 1 and
Table 2).
Table 1
Student-Athlete Survey Demographics (Gender)

Gender
Male
Female
Total

n

%

330
404
734

45
55
100
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Table 2
Student-Athlete Survey Demographics (Type of Sport)

Type of Sport (Female)
Basketball
Golf
Soccer
Softball
Swimming & Diving
Track & Field
Volleyball
Total
Type of Sport (Male)
Baseball
Basketball
Soccer
Swimming & Diving
Track & Field
Wrestling
Total

n

%

34
15
110
42
36
74
90
404

4.63
2.04
14.99
5.72
4.90
10.08
12.16
55.04

60
52
94
43
36
74
330

8.17
7.08
12.80
4.86
4.90
10.08
44.96

Inferential Statistics – Research Question One
Research question one examined to what degree do males and females differ in satisfaction
with their coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division
I institution with limited resources. A one-way between groups multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was performed to investigate between group differences. Three dependent variables
were used: satisfaction with the coach, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities. The independent variable was gender.
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate
and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity,

56

with no serious violations noted. There was a statistically significant difference (p=.002) for the
MANOVA between males and females on the combined dependent variables, F = 4.836, Wilks’
Lambda = .98, partial eta squared = .019 (see Table 3). This significance warranted further
exploration through univariate testing.
Table 3
Multivariate Tests (Wilks’ Lambda) differences between gender and student-athlete satisfaction
with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.

Gender

Wilks’
Lambda

Value

F

Hypothesis (df)

Error (df)

Sig.

Partial
Eta
(Sq.)

.981

4.836

3.000

730.00

.002*

.019

p<.05

Univariate, post hoc, analysis revealed that the dependent variables were not significantly
different between males and females and their satisfaction with their coaches (p=.68) nor equityrelated resources (p=.07); however, there was a significance difference (p=.000) between males
and females and satisfaction with athletic-related facilities (see Table 4). An inspection of the
mean scores indicated that males reported higher levels of satisfaction with athletic-related
facilities (M=23.27, SD=.215) than females (M=22.10, SD=.237) (see Table 5 and Table 6). One
key aspect on athletic-related facilities at EVU are the locker rooms. As previously discussed, the
men’s basketball locker room at EVU is equal to the size of the locker rooms shared by women’s
basketball, beach volleyball, and volleyball. The men’s basketball team currently has 12 studentathletes compared to basketball, beach volleyball, and volleyball having a combined 31 studentathletes. Additionally, men’s basketball, women’s basketball, and volleyball all share the same
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practice and competition facility. During scheduling conflicts, the men’s basketball team
currently has top priority in the time they practice. These two areas could be a contributing
factor for female student-athletes reporting lower levels of satisfaction with athletic-related
facilities. A liberal feminist’s view would question the inequities of the locker rooms and access
to practice facilities with the women’s teams compared to the men’s team.
Null Hypotheses
The null hypotheses related to research question one and the results included:
1. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athlete satisfaction
with their coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources. The results failed to
reject the null hypothesis.
2. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athlete satisfaction
with equity of athletic related resources at a Division I institution with limited resources.
The results failed to reject the null hypothesis.
3. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athlete satisfaction
with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources. The null
hypothesis was rejected.
Table 4
Univariate Analysis of Variance between males and females and student-athlete satisfaction with
coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.

Sum Square

df

MS

F

Sig.

Total Coach
Score

21.028

1

21.03

.167

.684

Total Equity
Score

938.87

1

938.87

3.28

.071

58

Table 4 (Continued)

Total
Facilities
Score

Sum Square

df

MS

F

Sig.

245.55

1

245.55

13.20

.000

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for differences between males and females and student-athlete satisfaction
with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

Total Coach Score
female
male
total

50.02
50.36
50.17

10.70
11.90
11.25

404
330
734

Total Equity Score
female
male
total

68.99
71..26
70.01

15.72
18.28
16.94

404
330
734

Total Facilities Score
female
male
total

22.10
23.27
22.63

4.53
4.03
4.35

404
330
734
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Table 6
Estimated Marginal Means between males and females and student-athlete satisfaction with
athletic-related facilities.

Total Facilities Score
Female
Male

Mean

Std.Error

22.10
23.27

.215
.237

Inferential Statistics – Research Question Two
Research question two examined to what degree do females differ between the type of
sport they participate in and their level of satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related
resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources. A oneway between groups multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was performed to investigate
the differences between the sports females participate in. Three dependent variables were used:
satisfaction with the coach, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. The
independent variable was type of sport.
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity,
univariate and multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and
multicollinearity, with no serious violations noted. There was a statistically significant
difference between the type of sports females participated in on the combined dependent
variables, F = 5.735, Wilks’ Lambda = .78, partial eta squared = .08 (see Table 7).
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Table 7
Multivariate Tests (Wilks’ Lambda) differences between type of sport females participate in and
student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athleticrelated facilities.

Sport

Wilks’
Lambda

Value

F

Hypothesis (df)

Error (df)

Sig.

Partial
Eta
(Sq.)

.777

5.74

18.00

1109.23

.000

.080

p<05
Based on the MANOVA being significant further investigation using post hoc univariate
testing was warranted. Univariate testing revealed that two of the three dependent variables were
statistically significant for type of female sports: satisfaction with coaching (p=.000, M= 49.98,
SD = 10.723) and athletic related facilities (p=.000, M = 22.07, SD = 4.53). There was not a
significant difference between the type of sport females participated in and student-athlete
satisfaction with equity of resources (p =.195) (see Table 8 and 9).
Null Hypotheses
The null hypotheses related to research question one and the results included:
1. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources. The
null hypothesis was rejected.
2. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution
with limited resources. The results failed to reject the null hypothesis.
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3. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources. The null hypothesis was rejected.
Table 8
Univariate Statistics for differences between types of sports females participate in and studentathlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities.

Sum Square

df

MS

F

Sig.

Total
Coach
Score

7886.14

6

1314.36

13.59

.000

Total
Equity
Score

2119.64

6

353.27

1.45

.195

Total
Facilities
Score

553.00

6

92.17

4.74

.000

p<.05
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for differences between type of sport females participate in and studentathlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of resources, and athletic related facilities.

Sport Coded

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

Total Coach Score

track and field
golf
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
total

50.32
49.13
54.67
44.00
51.36
47.56
56.81
49.98

10.88
12.02
6.43
12.80
8.23
8.05
5.33
10.72

74
15
90
110
42
34
36
401

Total Equity Score

track and field
golf
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
total

68.76
70.20
70.57
67.23
66.24
67.41
74.58
68.94

16.21
13.74
17.38
14.42
11.90
16.52
16.89
15.68

74
15
90
110
42
34
36
401

Total Facilities Score

track and field
golf
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
total

21.73
22.67
24.02
21.37
20.24
21.85
22.11
22.07

5.41
4.52
3.51
4.27
5.32
3.09
4.41
4.53

74
15
90
110
42
34
36
401

Post-hoc, univariate testing was done on all female sports for the dependent variables of
student-athlete satisfaction with coaches and athletic-related facilities. Significant differences
with student-athlete satisfaction and coaches were found between track and field and soccer (p=
.000), track and field and swimming and diving (p=.022), volleyball and soccer (p=.000),
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volleyball and basketball (p=.006), softball and soccer (p=.000), and basketball and swimming
and diving (p=.002) (refer to Table 10).
Table 10
Univariate Analysis of Variance between type of sports females participate in and student-athlete
satisfaction with their coaches.

Sport coded

Sport coded

Mean
difference

Std. Error

Sig.

track and field

golf
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
softball
basketball
swimming
basketball
swimming
swimming

1.261
-4.272
6.37*
-1.26
2.84
-6.4*
-5.53
5.11
-2.53
1.58
-7.67
10.64*
3.008
7.11*
-2.14
-7.63*
-3.53
-12.78
4.10
-5.15
-9.25*

2.77
1.53
1.46
1.86
2.02
1.98
2.73
2.69
2.93
3.04
3.01
1.39
1.80
1.97
1.93
1.74
1.92
1.88
2.24
2.20
2.34

.999
.078
.000
.994
.800
.022
.399
.484
.978
.999
.145
.000
.637
.006
.926
.000
.521
.000
.526
.228
.002

golf

volleyball

soccer

softball
basketball

An inspection of the mean scores indicated the following: track and field female studentathletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with their coaches than swimming and diving.
Soccer female student-athletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with their coaches than track
and field/cross country, volleyball, softball, and swimming and diving. Basketball female
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student-athletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with their coaches than volleyball and
swimming and diving (see Table 11).
Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for differences between type of sport females participate in and studentathlete satisfaction with coaches.

Total Coaches Score
track and field
golf
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
total

Mean

Std. Deviation

N

50.39
49.13
54.67
44.03
51.66
47.56
56.81
50.02

10.75
12.02
6.43
12.75
8.16
8.05
5.33
10.68

76
15
90
111
44
34
36
406

The post-hoc, univariate testing found significant differences with the type of sports
females participated in and student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities between
women’s track and field and volleyball (p=.018), volleyball and women’s soccer (p=.001), and
volleyball and softball (p=.000). An inspection of the mean scores indicated the following: Track
and field female student-athletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with athletic-related
facilities than volleyball. Soccer female student-athletes reported a lower level of satisfaction
with athletic-related facilities than volleyball (see Table 12).
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Table 12
Univariate Analysis of Variance between type of sports females participate in and student-athlete
satisfaction with athletic-related facilities.

Sport coded

Sport coded

Mean difference

Std. Error

Sig.

track and field

golf
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
volleyball
soccer
softball
basketball
Swimming
soccer
softball
basketball
swimming
softball
basketball
swimming
basketball
swimming
swimming

-.94
-2.30*
.36
1.27
-.12
-.38
-1.36
1.30
2.20
.81
.56
2.65*
3.56*
2.17
1.91
.91
-.48
-.74
-1.39
-1.65
.123

1.25
.70
.67
.85
.92
.90
1.24
1.22
1.33
1.37
1.36
.63
.82
.89
.87
.80
.87
.85
1.02
1.00
1.06

.989
.018
.998
.751
1.000
1.000
.929
.939
.645
.997
1.000
.001
.000
.188
.304
.916
.998
.977
.820
,653
1.000

golf

volleyball

soccer

softball
basketball

Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for differences between type of sport females participate in and studentathlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities.

Total Facilities Score
track and field
golf
volleyball

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

21.73
22.67
24.02

5.41
4.52
3.51

74
15
90
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Table 13 (Continued)

Total Facilities Score
Soccer
basketball
swimming
total

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

21.37
21.85
22.11
22.09

4.27
3.09
4.41
4.54

110
34
36
402

Inferential Statistics – Research Question Three
Research question three examined to what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ
by the years the survey was administered with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and
athletic-related facilities. A one-way between groups multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was performed to investigate differences between years the survey was
administered and satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athleticrelated facilities. Three dependent variables were used: coaches, equity of athletic-related
resources, and athletic-related facilities. The independent variable was the year of the survey.
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and
multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with
no serious violations noted. There was a statistically significant difference between the years of
the student-athletes surveys on the combined dependent variables, F = 4.97, Wilks’ Lambda =
.93, partial eta squared = .03 (see Table 14).
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Table 14
Multivariate Tests (Wilks’ Lambda) differences between years of surveys and student-athlete
satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.

Year

Wilks’
Lambda

Value

F

Hypothesis (df)

Error (df)

Sig.

Partial
Eta
(Sq.)

.93

4.97

12.00

2024.29

.000

.025

p<.05
Based on the above MANOVA being significant a univariate post hoc analysis was
conducted. Results from the univariate analysis revealed that there was a statistical significance
between the year of the student-athlete survey and student-athlete satisfaction with coaches
(p.=.000, M=49.97, SD=11.30), equity in athletic-related resources (p.=.000, M=69.57,
SD=17.99), and athletic-related facilities (p=000, M=22.49, SD=4.41) (see Table 8).
Null Hypotheses
The null hypotheses related to research question one and the results included:
1. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources. The null
hypothesis was rejected.
2. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with
limited resources. The null hypothesis was rejected.

68

3. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources. The null hypothesis was rejected.
Table 15
Univariate Analysis of Variance between years of surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with
coaches, equity of resources, and athletic related facilities.

Sum Square

df

MS

F

Sig.

Total
Coach
Score

2822.90

4

705.73

5.66

.000*

Total
Equity
Score

12075.16

4

3018.79

9.75

.000*

Total
Facilities
Score

451.96

4

112.99

5.95

.000*

*p<.05
Table 16
Descriptive Statistics for differences between years of surveys and student-athlete satisfaction
with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.

Total Coach Score
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
total

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

54.32
49.70
51.01
47.58
49.15
49.97

6.95
11.66
10.89
13.44
10.47
11.30

85
159
188
154
186
772
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Table 16 (Continued)

Mean

Std. Deviation

n

Total Equity Score
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
total

77.53
73.17
69.47
65.19
66.56
69.57

17.45
16.01
18.10
15.86
19.67
17.99

85
159
188
154
186
772

Total Facilities Score
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
total

24.15
22.68
22.86
22.01
21.59
22.49

4.03
4.51
3.92
4.27
4.83
4.41

85
159
188
154
186
772

Post-hoc, univariate testing was done on all years for the three dependent variables of
student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities. Significant differences between the years of student-athlete surveys and student-athlete
satisfaction with coaches were found between 2014-15 and 2015-16, year 2014-15 and 2017-18,
2014-15 and 2018-19, and 2016-17 and 2017-18. Significant differences between the years of
student-athlete surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources
was found between 2014-15 and 2016-17, 2014-15 and 2017-18, 2014-15 and 2018-19, 2015-16
and 2017-18, and 2015-16 and 2018-19. Significant differences between the years of studentathlete surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities was found between
years 2015-15 and 2017-18, 2014-15 and 2018-19, and 2016-17 and 2018-19 (see Table 17).
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An inspection of the mean scores indicated the following: Student-athletes reported
higher levels of satisfaction with coaches in 2014-15 compared to 2015-16, 2017-18, and 201819. They also reported a higher level of satisfaction with coaches in 2016-17 compared to 201718. Student-athletes reported higher levels of satisfaction with equity of athletic-related
resources in 2014-15 compared to 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19. They also reported a higher
level of satisfaction in equity of athletic-related resources in 2015-16 compared to 2017-18 and
2018-19. Student-athletes reported higher levels of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities in
2014-15 compared to 2017-18 and 2018-19. They also reported a higher level of satisfaction in
athletic-related facilities in 2016-17 compared to 2017-18 (see Table 17).
Table 17
Univariate Analysis of Variance between years of surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with
their coaches, equity of athletic-related resources and athletic-related facilities.

Dependent
Variable

Year

Year

Mean
difference

Std. Error

Sig.

Total Coach Score

2014-15

2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2018-19
2014-15

4.76*
3.13
6.63*
5.18*
-4.76*
-1.63
1.87
.42
-3.13
1.63
3.50*
2.05
-6.63
-1.87
-3.50
-1.45
-5.18*

1.48
1.44
1.50
1.45
1.48
1.18
1.24
1.18
1.44
1.18
1.20
1.14
1.50
1.24
1.20
1.20
1.45

.012
.192
.000
.003
.012
.642
.561
.996
.192
.642
.030
.372
.000
.561
.030
.750
.003

2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

2018-19
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Table 17 (Continued)

Dependent Variable

Year

Year

Mean
Difference

Std. Error

Sig.

Total Coach Score

2018-19

2015-16
2016-17
2017-18

-.42
-2.05
1.45

1.18
1.14
1.20

.996
.372
.750

Total Equity Score

2014-15

2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2017-18
2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17

4.79
8.10*
12.34*
10.97*
-4.79
3.30
7.54*
6.17*
-8.10*
-3.30
4.24
2.87
12.34*
-7.54*
-4.24
-1.37
-10.97
-6.17
-2.87
1.37
1.51
1.29
2.16*
2.58*
-1.51
-.22
.66
1.07
-1.29
.22
.87
1.29*
-2.16
-.66
-.87

2.38
2.31
2.40
2.32
2.38
1.91
2.00
1.91
2.32
1.91
1.93
1.83
2.40
2.00
1.93
1.93
2.32
1.91
1.83
1.93
.58
.57
.59
.57
.58
.47
.49
.47
.57
.47
.47
.45
.59
.49
.47

.261
.005
.000
.000
.261
.414
.002
.011
.005
.414
.181
.520
.000
.002
.181
.955
.000
.011
.520
.955
.074
.152
.002
.000
.074
.991
.670
.148
.152
.991
.346
.033
.002
.670
.346

2015-16

2016-17

2017-18

2018-19

Total Facilities Score

2014-15

2015-16

2016-17

2017-18
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Table 17 (Continued)

Dependent Variable

Year

Year

Mean
Difference

Std. Error

Sig.

Total Facilities Score

2017-18
2018-19

2018-19
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18

.42
-2.58*
-1.07
-1.29*
-.42

.47
.57
.47
.45
.47

.902
.000
.148
.000
.148

Chapter Summary
In this chapter, the statistical results were analyzed and reported. The study examined
ways to enhance satisfaction of female student-athletes at an NCAA Division I Limited-Resource
Institution (LRI). The results of this study provided insight to do just that. Differences were
found between males and females and their level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities.
Females had a lower level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at EVU. There was also a
difference by the type of sport females participated in and their satisfaction with coaches and
athletic-related facilities. Finally, it was found that there was a difference between the years the
surveys were taken and student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related
resources, and athletic-related facilities. Six of the nine null hypotheses were rejected. The next
chapter will review the purpose of the study, the methodology of the study, and will have a
discussion of the findings and conclusions. Practical implications of the findings as well as
recommendations for future research will also be stated.
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CHAPTER FIVE – DISCUSSION

This chapter presents a summary of the study and the importance of the results as
described in Chapter four. Chapter five is organized by first providing a discussion of the study,
then describing the implications of the study, and then followed by a description of the
limitations of the study. The chapter will end with recommendations for future research and
concluding remarks.
Discussion
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a difference between males and
female and their perceptions of satisfaction with their coaches, the equity of resources, and the
institutions athletic related facilities. The aim of this study was to better understand how to
enhance the female student-athlete satisfaction at a NCAA Division I limited-resource institution
(LRI). The Liberal Feminist Theory was utilized to look for equality of opportunity for female
student-athletes (Evans, 1995). The study is a program assessment of East Valley University, but
the impact was much more in providing important insight to administrators at LRIs as they make
difficult decisions regarding use of limited resources to satisfy student-athletes. Equal treatment
and women being allowed to do what men do is a consistent theme within liberal feminist
thought, which serves as the lens for this study (Zalewski, 2000).
The research questions that guided this study were:
1. To what degree do males and females differ in satisfaction with their coaches, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with
limited resources?
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2. To what degree do females differ between the type of sport they play and their level of
satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources?
3. To what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ by years with coaches, equity of
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with
limited resources?
The following hypotheses for this study were tested and relate to the research questions
examined:
1. There will be no significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction
with their coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
2. There is a significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction with
equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with limited resources.
3. There is a significant difference between gender and student-athletes’ satisfaction with
athletic-related facilities at a Division I Institution with limited resources.
4. There will be no significant difference between the type of sport females play and their
level of satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources.
5. There is a significant difference between the type of sport females play and their level of
satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with
limited resources.
6. There is a significant difference between the type of sport females play and their level of
satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources.
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7. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with coaches at a Division I institution with limited resources. The null
hypothesis was rejected.
8. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources at a Division I institution with
limited resources. The null hypothesis was rejected.
9. There will be no significant difference between years and the level of student-athlete
satisfaction with athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited
resources. The null hypothesis was rejected.
Research Question One Discussion
Research question one examined to what degree males and females differ in satisfaction with
their coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities at a Division I
institution with limited resources. There was a statistically significant difference between males
and females on the combined dependent variables of coach, equity of athletic-related resources,
and athletic-related facilities; however, when the dependent variables were considered separately
there was only a statistically significant difference between males and females and the studentathlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities. Females were less satisfied than males with
athletic-related facilities at EVU. This finding further supports that historically, liberal feminist
scholarship has been well documented that in all societies there is a dominance by men over
women (Rosaldo & Lamphere, 1974, as cited by Alvesson & Willmott, 2003). The researcher
does not accept that college athletics should look differently for women than men.
Liberal feminists look to create equal opportunities for the sexes and to remove barriers
which may prevent women from reaching their full potential (Acker, 1987). Given the finding of
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female student-athletes at EVU being less satisfied with athletic-related facilities, it is important
to look at some of the barriers that are being created. One of the questions in the survey asks the
student-athletes to rate their level of agreement with whether or not they feel the locker room
facilities were satisfactory. The researcher of this study is also a practitioner who also serves as
the Director of Athletics at EVU. Therefore, the research has valuable insight related to some of
the possible reasons that females are less satisfied with athletic-related facilities than men. One
of those insights, as previously stated is the EVU men’s basketball locker room is equal to the
size of the locker room shared by three female sports. These three sports are women’s basketball,
beach volleyball, and indoor volleyball. Due to the size of the shared space for these three teams
they have to share a common area that includes sinks, showers, and toilets. This causes a lack of
privacy for the 31 female student-athletes. The men’s basketball locker room, shared by 12
student-athletes, is provided privacy since they have their own sinks, showers, and toilets. The
men’s basketball locker room also includes an area for men’s basketball team meetings. The
women’s basketball, beach volleyball, and indoor volleyball locker room does not include a
meeting room due to the limited space. Instead, the three female teams share an additional
common area where team meetings can take place. Finally, due to the number of female studentathletes having to share a space the lockers in the locker rooms are 24 inches wide compared to
the men’s basketball lockers being 34 inches wide. These facts and the finding that females were
less satisfied than males with athletic-related facilities at EVU also helps provide evidence that
the perceived inequities with locker rooms may negatively impact female student-athlete
satisfaction. The fact that the men’s basketball locker room with 12 student-athletes is equal to
the size of a space shared by three female sports with 31 student-athletes goes against providing
equal opportunities for males and females. The reason for these differences from a liberal
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feminist lens, is society accepts men’s dominance over women and more work is needed towards
equality between genders. Okin (1989) states that “A just future would be one without gender.
In its social structure and practices, one’s sex would have no more relevance than one’s eye color
or the length of one’s toes” (p. 171).
The findings of this study aligns well with other studies. For instance, Stafford (2004)
conducted a study related to the effectiveness of formal and informal enforcement mechanisms
and found current mechanisms to be ineffective. Females being less satisfied than men with
athletic-related facilities could indicate a need for better enforcement mechanisms that promote
equality at EVU. Implementing better enforcement mechanisms as discussed in the Stafford
(2004) study could help prevent future locker inequities between female and male studentathletes at EVU and could also prevent future lawsuits. There are examples of major lawsuits
partly due to facility inequities. For instance, Linda Vivas, the former volleyball coach at Fresno
State University was awarded $5.85 million due in part to unequal access to facilities for the
women’s volleyball team (Buzuvis, 2010). Similarly, another example took place in 2008, when
the former University of Tennessee at Martin (UT Martin) head volleyball coach Amy Draper
was fired. She filed a lawsuit in part due to the fact that her team was not allowed to compete in
the premier athletic facilities on campus. Instead, she had to share a facility with campus
intramurals and the physical education department (Buzuvis, 2010).
There was value in looking at one Division I institution with limited resources for this study
to understand what is needed for athletic-related facility improvement at EVU. Facilities at
highly resourced institutions can look a lot different than those of LRIs. Suggs (2000), described
the University of Arkansas at Fayetteville (U of A) women’s basketball locker room by stating,
“The first thing you notice, are the sofas. Overstuffed, black-leather, begging-to-be-lounged-in-
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sofas” (para. 1). It is important to note that the U of A is a highly resourced institution who had
revenues of $130,126,110 in 2017-2018 (Berkowitz, 2018). Suggs (2000) attributed the success
of the U of A football and men’s basketball teams as the reason the university can afford to treat
females equitable. This is just another example how athletics programs can vary significantly and
a one-size-fits-all approach is not likely to be effective (Stafford, 2004).
In addition to differences between institutions, this study also confirmed several studies that
found gender differences in student-athlete satisfaction (Potuto and O’Hanlon, 2007, Shriver,
Betts, & Wollenberg, 2013, Sellers, Kupermine, and Damas, 1997). The statistically significant
difference found was that females were less satisfied with athletic-related facilities at an NCAA
Division I LRI. This is not uncommon and this lack of satisfaction has been documented in Title
IX court cases as described in the review of literature.
The findings of this study seem to relate well to the literature (Buzuvis, 2010) that athleticrelated facilities are important to female student-athletes. Athletic-related facilities seemed to be
an outcome that was distinct in showing differences between genders. The results show
statistically significant differences with student-athlete satisfaction by gender with athleticrelated facilities but did not find that same significance with coaches or athletic-related equity of
resources. This may be because female-student-athletes look at their facilities in comparison with
male student-athletes. This study seems to indicate that the physical space for which female
student-athletes spend a lot of time means something to them.
Research Question Two Discussion
Research question two examined to what degree do females differ between the type of sport
they play and their level of satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and
athletic-related facilities at a Division I institution with limited resources. According to Beasley
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(1999), the feminist theory can include a focus on consideration of women as the subject of the
analysis, including references to differences between them. From a liberal feminist lens, the
research looks at not only ways to have equity between males and females, but also between the
group of females in the study. Liberal feminist ultimately looks to find equality of opportunity
(Evans, 1995).
Similar to question one, there was a statistically significant difference between males and
females and the combined dependent variables of student-athlete satisfaction with coaches,
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. However, when the dependent
variables were separated two of the dependent variables were found to have statistically
significant differences. There were significant differences found between the type of sport the
females participated in and their satisfaction with coaches and athletic-related facilities. It was
found that female student-athletes who participated in track and field reported a lower level of
satisfaction with their coaches compared to swimming and diving. Women’s soccer studentathletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with their coaches than track and field, volleyball,
softball, and swimming and diving. Women’s basketball student-athletes reported a lower level
of satisfaction with their coaches than volleyball and swimming. According to Bess and Dee
(2008), members of an organization can either see themselves as equal or unequal to the other
members. In this research, it is clear that student-athlete satisfaction with their coach is lacking in
women’s soccer. Women’s soccer student-athletes had a statistically significant lower level of
satisfaction with their coaches than four sports programs. More research is needed to fully
understand the reasons for less satisfaction, but it could be due to the environment created by a
current or former coach. The satisfaction could also be related to how the team has performed in
competition.
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There were statistically significant differences with the type of sports females participated in and
student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities between women’s track and field and
volleyball, volleyball and soccer, and volleyball and softball. Track and field student-athletes
reported a lower level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities than volleyball. Soccer
student-athletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities than
volleyball. Softball student-athletes reported a lower level of satisfaction with athletic-related
facilities than volleyball. Due to the researcher being a participant researcher, these findings can
be related to the fact that the volleyball program has a higher quality locker room than track and
field, soccer, and softball. It could also indicate that the athletic-related facilities for women’s
soccer, women’s track and field, and softball may be in need of extra attention. The differences
among the female student-athletes could be explained due to liberal feminists work to find
equality of opportunity (Evans, 1995). The female student-athletes from a liberal feminist lens
could also look for fairness between the same gender, in addition to between males and females.
In addition to the need for facility improvements, it is also important to relate the research
back to the perceived equality by female student-athletes. Patrick, Mahony, and Petrosko (2008)
conducted a study to examine the perceived fairness of resource distribution related to the
subprinciples of need, equality of treatment, and revenue production. They examined differences
in gender and found that females perceived equality of treatment as the most important factor for
the distribution of resources. Males perceived the subprinciple of need as being the most
important factor for the distribution of resources (Patrick, Mahony, & Petrosko, 2008). These
findings provide further evidence that perceived equality is more important to females than
males. This research aligns well with the findings in research question two as statistically
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significant differences were found between the type of sport females participated in and studentathlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities.
The importance of the distribution of facilities was also researched by Hums and Chelladurai
(1994) and found that there were significant differences between what males found important
and what females found important. In evaluating the most important factors when making
decision on facilities, males placed the highest level of importance by needs of the studentathletes and females placed the highest level of importance with equality of treatment (Hums and
Chelladurai, 1994).
The findings could indicate the need for data-driven decisions related to improving the
satisfaction with female student-athletes. For instance, a strategic plan should be put in place
which sets goals and timelines for fairness between all teams. A metrics should also be created
to monitor the progress. One immediate area that needs to be addressed is the lack of quality
locker rooms for female sports other than volleyball and basketball. It would also be critical to
monitor the new student-athlete surveys to see if progress is being made in regard to female
student-athlete satisfaction with their coaches, especially those sports that reported lower levels
of satisfaction than others.
The findings related to research question two may also relate well to the finances and
process of creating budgets. “Developing a budget is both an art and a science” (Paulsen &
Smart, 2001, p. 501). A budget provides guidance to set and communicate the priorities of an
institution (Paulsen & Smart, 2001). The budget is especially important at institutions with
limited resources to distribute. The allocation of limited resources can be a complex matter in
any organization and those complexities are magnified in college athletics due to the wide
variety of constituents involved (Hums & Chelladurai, 1994). Those constituents include, but

82

are not limited to student-athletes, athletics coaches and staff, administrative personnel on
campus, faculty, donors, and season ticket holders. The complexities and number of constituents
involved requires tough decisions to be made to improve and work towards equity related to
student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities.
Research Question Three Discussion
Research question three examined to what degree does student-athlete satisfaction differ
by the years of the survey with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities. There was a statistically significant difference between the years of the student-athlete
surveys on the combined three dependent variables of student-athlete satisfaction with coaches,
equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. When the dependent variables
were separated a statistically significant difference was found with all of them. Significant
differences between the years of student-athlete surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with
coaches were found between 2014-15 and 2015-16, 2014-15 and 2017-18, 2014-15 and 2018-19,
and 2016-17 and 2017-18. Statistically significant differences between the years of studentathlete surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with equity of athletic-related resources was
found between 2014-15 and 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19. A statistically significant difference
was also found between 2015-16 and 2017-18, and 2018-19. Statistically significant differences
between the years of student-athlete surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related
facilities was found between 2014-15 and 2017-18 and 2018-19. A statistically significant
difference was also found between 2016-17 and 2018-19.
It is clear by the research findings with research question three that many changes are
happening related to the year of the surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with coaches,
athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities. There needs to be additional data
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collected to evaluate why the changes are happening between the years. It may be helpful to
explore any budget changes that took place and other institutional knowledge that may explain
the reasons behind the changes in satisfaction. It may also be beneficial to collect qualitative data
and to conduct some cross analysis between data. The comparison between the years of the
surveys and student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, athletic-related resources, and athleticrelated facilities was beneficial in determining the need for future research.
Implications for Practice
In this research, statistical significance was repeatedly found between the independent
variables (i.e. gender, type of sport, year of survey) and the dependent variables (i.e. studentathlete satisfaction with coaches, equity of athletic-related resources, and athletic-related
facilities). These findings can provide administrators at EVU and other NCAA Division I limited
resourced institutions the ability to strategically budget. As previously stated, the development of
a budget can be both an art and a science (Paulsen & Smart, 2001). The findings will also help
guide historically black colleges and universities (HBCUs) since according to Bell (2017), there
was only three HBCUs in 2018 that were not LRIs. In a review of college athletics finances at
public institutions, eight HBCUs are ranked in the bottom 10 of total revenue at the NCAA
Division I level (Berkowitz, 2018). Based on these facts, HBCUs and LRIs are very closely
related when it comes to lack of resources. Like LRIs, administrators at HBCUs need to be able
to wisely spend their dollars on areas that help the most. The research will allow administrators
at limited resourced institutions to distribute and re-distribute funds to fill the gap in equity
between males and females and even the type of sport females compete in. One area to consider
is a conference realignment that may place the institutions in a better geographical footprint,
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which could reduce travel expenses. Those dollars saved through a reduction of travel expenses
could be re-distributed to female student-athletes to further fill the gap in equity.
A budget provides guidance to set and communicate the priorities of an institution
(Paulsen & Smart, 2001). The impact of the study findings will provide administrators not only
the ability to work towards an equitable department, but it could also help shrink the gap
between the limited resourced institutions and the highly resourced ones. It should be widely
recognized that a one size fits all approach does not work with the increasing gap of finances in
the NCAA. In 2007, the budget gap was just over $100 million with Ohio State generating
$109.4 million and Coppin State generating $2 million. In 2017, the gap is now well over $200
million (Berkowitz, 2018). Highly resourced institutions and LRIs like EVU need to be studied
separately to better understand how they are unique. The hope of the researcher is that this study
can be the start of additional studies on LRIs.
The study also provides guidance to the importance of facilities related to female studentathlete satisfaction. In research question one, there was a statistically significant difference
between males and females and student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities. It was
found that female student-athletes have a lower level of satisfaction with athletic-related facilities
compared to their male counterparts. There were not significant differences between males and
females and student-athlete satisfaction with their coaches or athletic-related resources. Given
this information, in order to work towards equity from a liberal feminist lens, more dollars must
be distributed or re-distributed to facilities for female student-athletes at LRIs. It may be
necessary to reduce the resources that are currently going to male student-athletes and to
distribute those to the female student-athletes to improve their satisfaction. Additionally, it may
be necessary to explore the resources being spent on female student-athletes in the areas of
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coaching and athletic-related equity of resources. It may be beneficial to re-distribute those
dollars to enhance athletic-related facilities to female student-athletes.
Limitations
This study did have limitations, which were also discussed in Chapter three. According to
Boulmetis and Dutwin (2005), it is critical not to look at only the benefits of a study. One must
also look at some of the limitations, even though those limitations could cause the study to be
under scrutiny. The researcher is very open to future expanded research in this area. First, only
one of the 351 NCAA Division I institutions was used in this study. Therefore, there are
limitations due to the fact that the female student-athlete satisfaction is only being examined
from EVU. Due to utilizing pre-recorded secondary data, it may not generate breadth, but it was
the data available to be utilized. There is a slight risk with the student-athlete surveys not being
accurate due to the timing of when they are administered. It is possible that student-athletes
could have a more positive or negative view based on how their season went. The student-athlete
surveys are typically given between one and two weeks after the end of a competition season.
One example would be a team that suffered a difficult loss to close out the season. Those
student-athletes could have a negative view of the program that they may not have during the
season or after more time has passed. The same could be said for a team that is coming off a
strong finish in their season. Those student-athletes may have a higher level of satisfaction due to
how the season ended. The perceptions of satisfaction may change depending on when the
survey is administered. Another limitation to the study could be the number of statements being
evaluated in each section of the student-athlete survey. For instance, the head coach section has
10 total evaluation statements, gender equity has 15 evaluation statements, and facilities has five
evaluation statements. Only having five evaluation statements about facilities does limit the
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impact of the study. Due to utilizing pre-recorded secondary data, it could also be determined
that the type of questions limit the study.
Recommendations for Future Research
The findings of this study contribute to the limited amount of research that has been
conducted on NCAA Division I limited resourced institutions. Future research could further add
important literature to the study of student-athlete satisfaction. Recommendations for future
research include:
1. Understanding the reasons for the differences between years of the survey and studentathlete satisfaction. It could be beneficial to determine what caused the change to
determine if there was a change in coaches, a change in athletic-related resources, or a
change in athletic-related facilities. It may also be that changes occurred in all of those
areas. The differences found between years could be beneficial to seeing what changes
worked and what changes did not as it relates to student-athlete satisfaction.
2. The study helped identify the need to further explore why certain sports are having
statistically significant lower levels of satisfaction than others. It needs to be determined
on if this is due to budgets, expectations, or other conditions related to the physical
structures for each team.
3. Future research would be impactful at other LRIs and also multiple LRIs combined to
determine if the findings for this study relate well to the other LRIs. While institution is
unique in its own way, there may be common areas that are found that enhance female
student-athlete satisfaction. Thorough research on athletic-related facilities and female
student-athlete satisfaction would be helpful since there were significant differences in
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student-athlete satisfaction with athletic-related facilities by gender, by the type of sport,
and by the year the survey was given.
4. Future research would be impactful to critique the survey used in this study and whether
or not deep information is being derived from the instrument on student-athlete
satisfaction and possible inequities. It may be found that some new questions should be
added, while some current questions should be eliminated. It could also be determined
that there should be more opportunity for comments for qualitative data to further
explore inequities with female student-athlete satisfaction.
5. Future research would be impactful related to finances and female student-athlete
satisfaction. The differences in finances among Division I institutions is widening. For
instance, the budgets of NCAA Division I institutions can range from Alabama A&M’s
budget of $3,292,950 all the way to the University of Texas’ budget of $214,830,647
(Berkowitz, 2018). Future research could help one understand if female student-athletes
have less satisfaction at limited resourced institutions compared to highly resourced
institutions.
The research provided in this study provides NCAA Division I LRIs, especially EVU, the
ability to make data-driven decisions based on where resources should be distributed or redistributed to address inequities. However, the categories that were explored were related to
student-athlete satisfaction with coaches, athletic-related resources, and athletic-related facilities.
More examination regarding other areas of importance should also be explored to understand the
complete picture related to female student-athlete satisfaction at a Division I LRI.

88

Chapter Summary
This study revealed ways to enhance female student-athlete satisfaction at a Division I
limited resourced institution. The results added to the body of literature regarding gender
differences with student-athlete satisfaction and type of sport differences with female studentathlete satisfaction at a Division I limited resource institution. Utilizing the liberal feminist
framework, the study contributed to finding ways to work towards equity between males and
females and also equity within groups of females. The study will be valuable with administrators
at EVU and other limited resourced institution as they look at ways to enhance female studentathlete satisfaction in the most efficient way. The research indicates the need to place more
resources in athletic-related facilities for female student-athlete satisfaction and to look closely at
the importance of coaches as it relates to differences among female student-athletes by the sport
they are participating in. Additionally, the research help build the foundation for future research
to further explore the reasons for differences in student-athlete satisfaction between years for
which the survey was given.
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Appendix A – East Valley Student-Athlete Surveys
Question 1: Please indicate what sport you play, if you are a multisport student-athlete, please
mark the sport you just finished. If you are a male student-athlete, do not check a box here, hit
next.
Question 2: Please indicate which sport you play. If you are a multisport student-athlete, please
mark the sport you just finished. If you are a female student-athlete, do not check box here, hit
next.
Head Coach
Question 3: Evaluate the following statements by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, or strongly agree.
Made consistent decisions in the best interest of the program.
Emphasized academic achievement and guided me in achieving my academic goals.
Demonstrated concern for my well-being.
The coaching staff communicated effectively with me.
Set a positive example of ethical behavior.
Our coaching staff prepared me to the best of my ability to compete.
Promoted my ability to compete in a respectful environment.
Promoted the importance of community service.
Promoted the life skills needed to become a productive citizen.
Head coach has assembled a reliable staff and a healthy coaching staff environment.
Academic Support Staff
Question 4: Evaluate the following statements by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
Academic support staff was available, supportive and helpful in providing academic advising
services.
Academic support staff provided helpful academic tutoring services.
Academic support staff provided helpful academic study lab service.

95

The academic advising staff advised me of the options in selecting a major.
The hours of operation for the academic success center were compatible with my academic
schedule.
The hours of operation for the academic success center were compatible with my practice
schedule.
Academic support staff monitored my academic performance and effectively assisted as needed.
Faculty Support
Question 5: Evaluate the following statements by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
The faculty were sensitive to the special demands placed upon student-athlete.
Missed Class Time
Question 6: Evaluate the following statements by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
When I missed class due to competitions, I did not encounter difficulties in submitting missed
work.
When I missed class due to competitions, I did not encounter difficulties in making up exams.
On average, how many times during the season were you required to miss one or more classes
due to competition.
Were you ever required to miss class for a practice or activity not to a competition. If yes, please
describe below.
Missed Class Time Cont.
Question 7: On average, how many times during the season were you required to miss one or
more classes due to competition?
Rules Education and Resources
Did you have an adequate understanding of NCAA and conference rules? Select strongly
disagree, somewhat disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
Did you have an adequate understanding of EVU rules? Select strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
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Gender Equity
Question 9: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements about the athletics
department exhibiting a commitment to providing equity by selecting strongly disagree,
somewhat disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or don’t know.
Equipment.
Practice times.
Game times.
Modes of travel for away competition.
Meals on road trips.
Hotel accommodations on road trips.
Apparel/uniforms.
Locker room facilities.
Competition facilities.
Access to sports medicine services.
Access to housing services.
Access to on-campus dining services.
Access to the strength and conditioning facilities and personnel.
Multimedia coverage including social network engines.
Marketing coverage.
Student-Athlete recognition athletics participation.
Team Travel
Question 10: Evaluate the following statements by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
Team was well supervised.
Culture and expectations were clearly stated and understood.
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Team rules were enforced.
Health and safety was highest priority.
Team Travel Cont.
Question 11: Evaluate the following statement by selecting yes or no.
Did you personally witness any inappropriate behavior from any member of the travel party? If
yes, please describe below.
Facilities
Question 12: Please rate your level of agreement with the following statements about your sports
facilities by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, or
strongly agree.
The competition facilities for my sport were safe.
The competition facilities for my sport were in accordance with regulations.
The locker room facilities were satisfactory.
I was aware of emergency medical policies and procedures.
EVU should improve the current sports facilities. If you agree, please provide comments below.
Overall
Question 13: How many of your goals in the following areas did you achieve this season? Please
respond by selecting none, some, most, or all.
Athletic goals
Academic goals
Overall Cont.
Question 14: Evaluate the following statements by selecting yes or no.
Did your student life experience meet your expectations?
If you were being recruited today, would you choose to attend EVU again?
Would you encourage other student-athletes to attend EVU?
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Overall Cont.
Question 15: Evaluate the following statements by selecting strongly disagree, somewhat
disagree, disagree, agree, somewhat agree, strongly agree, or n/a.
My sport supervisor was accessible and receptive to answering questions and discussing
concerns when requested.
Our team representative to the Student-Athlete Advisory Council (SAAC) shared useful
information with our team after monthly meetings.
Before this survey, I had the opportunity to express my views within intercollegiate athletics.
This was an effective evaluation.
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Appendix B – IRB Exemption
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